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Does support for European 
integration derive from self-
determined know-how? 
This research analyzes the relationship between the knowledge about EU-law 
and the support for European integration of the Dutch civil servants. This study 
focuses on the Dutch civil servants that work on different levels of the Dutch 
government. This study uses both a quantitative- and a qualitative approach in 
order to find significant relationships between factors that can influence support 
for European integration. Besides knowledge about EU-law- factors, such as 
loyalty, education, occupation, gender and age are also included in this study.  
These factors are divided in affective, utilitarian and knowledge factors. In the 
quantitative part a positive significant relationship is found between knowledge 
about EU-law and support for European integration. However, the qualitative 
part showed that this cannot be easily stated. These outcomes show that this 
study has some limitations. Loyalty towards EU-institutions and education show 
more significant relationships with support for EU-integration in comparison 
with the other factors. Furthermore, this study also tries to look for other factors, 
that can influence support for European integration. 
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 Chapter 1. Introduction 
The goal of the first chapter is to create a clear view of the context of this study and to 
explain how this study was established.  In paragraph 1.1 the motivation to write this study 
will be discussed. In paragraph 1.2 the societal and academic relevance will be explained and 
this chapter finishes with paragraph 1.3, wherein the structure of the thesis will be discussed.  
1.1 Motivation for this study  
The support for European integration and its opposition has caused a great deal of debate 
among different scholars (Inglehart, 1970 & Hooghe & Marks, 2005 & Gabel, 1998). The 
main question tackled in this study is the relation between knowledge about EU-law and the 
support for European integration. The purpose of this research is to discover whether people 
who have a high level of knowledge about EU-law are rather opposed to or in favor of 
European integration. The data that will be used in this study is data obtained from a survey 
that was conducted by the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations and the Leiden 
University and controlled by the Society for Consumer Research (GfK).  This has been done 
for the project ‘The Europeanization of Dutch officials’, which aims to measure the 
Europeanization under Dutch civil servants. The implications of the former indicates that the 
focus of this study will be on the Dutch officials in the Netherlands. As mentioned before, 
support towards European integration has been a great concern for different scholars. 
Different authors, such as Inglehart (1970), who investigated the theory of cognitive 
mobilization and Gabel (1998), who has looked into political ideological preferences have 
investigated the relationship between different factors that explain public attitudes towards 
European integration. A number of studies focus on the importance of economic 
considerations and identity, but this study focuses on the knowledge of the Dutch officials 
about EU-law. Some scholars have emphasized the importance of knowledge, when it comes 
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to measuring support towards European integration (Clark & Hellwig, 2012).  However, this 
study does not only focus on the relationship between knowledge and support towards 
European integration, but focuses also on factors as: education, loyalty, occupation, gender, 
and age.  These factors will be discussed thoroughly along the lines of this study. 
The future of the European Union depends largely on citizen’s support for the integration 
project, but the EU is still mentioned as an elite’s project rather than a public project. An 
example of wherein influence of public attitudes is most visible are national referenda on 
European integration, which is the most voted issue in the world (De Vreese, 2004). 
Furthermore, national and European elections are also examples (Gabel, 1998).  For example, 
on 6 April 2016 a Dutch referendum was held about the association treaty with Ukraine. It is 
important to know that public attitudes restrain and shape the process of European 
integration. This happens through political behavior, wherein knowledge about European 
Union is an important aspect (Gabels, 1998 & Inglehart, 1970). The Ukraine referendum was 
an advisory referendum about the association treaty, which benefits Dutch companies when 
trading with Ukrainian companies. It also contributes to more democracy and stability in 
Ukraine, however, the treaty is not about the accession of Ukraine into the European Union. 
This referendum has been demanded by the Dutch people. The outcome of the referendum 
showed that a majority of the Dutch population is against the treaty. Since the Dutch citizens 
voted against this treaty, the Dutch government has two options 1) propose the parliament to 
repeal the law voted on 2) propose the parliament to do nothing with the outcomes of the 
referendum (Rijksoverheid, 2016). This example illustrates the significance of knowledge on 
a referendum topic. The people that have voted ‘against’ are people that vote on PVV, SP, 
and Partij van de Dieren and people that follow the weblog Geenstijl. These groups are 
against EU-enlargement and integration, because they are scared for a ‘European super state’, 
wherein they have no voice.  They out the emphasize on the sovereignty of the Netherlands 
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(NRC, 2016).  Thus, the former mentioned political parties are located extremely right or left 
on the political spectrum. The spokespersons of these parties have framed the referendum as 
Ukraine trying to obtain more access, which will speed up the process of European 
integration. What emerges here is that Dutch citizens have a lack of knowledge about 
Ukraine, the European Union and also the treaty (Elsevier, 2016).  Another important point is 
that knowledge and involvement increases concerning the European Union weeks before a 
referendum, but this information does not lead to more support (CPB, 2005). Still, different 
citizens vary in their support towards European integration. Various studies have showed that 
the difference in support has to do with occupation, age, income and political values 
(Anderson & Reichert, 1996).  
In 2014, 43% of the Dutch respondents have indicated that they do not know how the 
European Union works (Europa Nu, 2016). This percentage is higher than of the previous 
years. A majority of the Dutch citizens turned out not to have knowledge about how the 
European Union works. During the spring of 2015, 82% of the Dutch population indicated 
that they thought that Switzerland is a member state of the European Union, which is not true 
(Europa Nu, 2016).  This indicates again that there is a lack of knowledge about the European 
Union. The Eurobarometer of 2015 has indicated that in the whole European Union, people 
were opposed (49%) to more integration than supportive (39%) towards European 
integration.  In the Netherlands 38% of the population was supportive towards more 
integration and 56% was opposed to more integration. However, this has also shown that the 
Dutch have become more positive towards European integration, because in 2014 this 
percentage was 4% lower (Ibid.). Another point is that a lot of Dutch people associate the EU 
with a lot of bureaucracy. The European Union appeals to Dutch civil servant by the process 
of European law. This means that the civil servants are not really working for Europe, but 
that they are, in content, busy with the European Union (Ibid.). This indicates that Dutch civil 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 6 
 
servants are getting ‘Europeanized’. On national, provincial, and local level they are busy 
with European activities, while still a majority of the Dutch has a lack of knowledge about 
the EU.  As a consequence of the former, we can see a gap forming between public opinion 
and elite opinion about European integration and in empirical terms the difference is in the 
areas in which European public and political elites are ready to delegate powers to the 
European Union (Hooghe, 2003).  These factors imply that there is a gap between knowledge 
about the European Union between the public and elites and therefore the following research 
question is formulated in this study:  
‘To what extent does the degree of knowledge of the Dutch civil servants about the EU-law 
affect their support towards EU-integration?´  
In order to answer this question, this study draws on different theories that explain support for 
European integration on the individual level. Herein , the focus will be on the cognitive 
mobilization theory of Inglehart (1970), the utilitarian and affective support.  These theories 
are applied to the Dutch officials.  
The goal of this research is to empirically evaluate to what extent the degree of knowledge of 
the Dutch officials about EU-law affects their support towards EU-integration.  This study 
aims to explain how differences in levels of knowledge about EU-law explains support 
towards European integration, in terms of in favor of an intergovernmental or supranational 
Europe.  The degree of knowledge about EU-law is a new variable in the relation with 
support towards EU-integration from the Dutch officials. Other relevant factors that explain 
support towards EU integration are included in this study. These are: education, occupation, 
loyalty, age, and gender. 
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1.2 Societal and theoretical relevance  
The societal relevance of the research is of great importance and significant, since Dutch 
officials are being challenged with the Europeanization of national governments. The 
research findings of this study give insight in the knowledge that the Dutch officials have 
about European Union law and also insight in the level of support towards European 
integration by the same officials. These findings can be useful for different levels of 
governments in the Netherlands.  Furthermore, the Netherlands has 915.000 officials working 
on different levels (Rijksoverheid, 2015). This shows that there is a big amount of Dutch 
officials and their support for European integration should be taken into account and needs to 
be discussed in order to understand support for European integration. Another point is that 
the society is also getting Europeanized and people fear losing their national identity and 
sovereignty. This has to do with the fact that the last decades the European Union has 
continued to penetrate in the different levels of national governments. This means that local 
authorities are increasingly confronted with policies and guidelines coming from the EU 
(Europa Nu, 2016). It is important to investigate what the impact of the European Union is on 
the municipalities and how the degree of knowledge of the Dutch officials effects their 
support towards EU-integration.  The research findings of this study can be used by 
governments to change existing policies or this study can provide guidelines for countries in 
order to maintain high levels of knowledge of the officials by, for example, offering more 
courses about the European Union.  The theoretical relevance of the research is that it gives 
insight in different theories of the relationships between the degree of knowledge about EU-
law and support towards EU-integration. There is already research available about attitudes 
towards EU-integration and factors that influence this concept (Inglehart, 1970 & Gabel, 
1998).  This means that there is already a lot of interest in the subject of support towards 
European integration. An example of a factor that can influence attitudes towards EU-
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integration is ‘national identity’ (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004). Another research discusses the 
level of education affecting the support towards European integration (Nelsen and Guth, 
2005). This means that the phenomena of support towards European integration and the 
factors influencing this is not new. However, limited numbers of studies specify in the degree 
of knowledge of Dutch officials about the European law and its effect on support towards 
EU-integration. This research also includes different variables as: gender, age, loyalty, 
education, and occupations. This means that the research can bring more insights and bridge 
the gap between theory and practice. In this research empirical knowledge will be gained by 
explaining how the Dutch civil servants feel about EU-integration by looking at their level of 
knowledge about EU-law.  This will be done through a survey and eight interviews. Another 
point is that there is already a study about the relationship between knowledge about the 
European Monetary Union and the attitudes towards it (Hayo, 1999).   The author concluded 
that higher levels of knowledge about the European Union has an positive impact on citizen’s 
opinion towards further monetary integration (Ibid.). It remains that still no analysis is 
provided about the Dutch officials in specific and their support for European integration. This 
research will provide this, because a lot of research focus on the public opinion in general 
(Gabel, 1998 & Inglehart, 1970). Hooghe & Marks (2005) and Gabel (1998) say that in time 
public support for European integration changes on individual and national level.  This means 
that it is important to conduct a study that also provides another time-frame. It is important to 
investigate whether existing theories about the factors that explain support for European 
integration is accurate in 2016.  Therefore, empirical research is needed and this study can 
also contribute to academic debates about this issue.  Knowledge about EU is an important 
factor influencing public support towards European integration, but there is still no sufficient 
literature about it. Inglehart (1970) provided the theory about cognitive mobilization and also 
explained how education and political skills influence public attitudes towards European 
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integration, but there is still no research that takes the knowledge about EU-law of the Dutch 
officials as an independent variable. Another important point is that this study does not only 
provide quantitative outcomes, but also in-depth information, because interviews are done 
with Dutch officials. It implies that this study provides quantitative and qualitative analysis.  
This supplies more information, which will help to answer the research question more 
adequate and precise (Allison, 1999). Thus, by using a mixed-method, this study can provide 
a more detailed and elaborate understanding. Various studies have been conducted on both 
national and European levels. This study aims to  fill the gap in research by providing data on 
local level and municipal level. Furthermore, this study provides a great theoretical 
framework about the relationship between European integration theories and what they mean 
in terms of supranationalism and intergovernmentalism. There is still no theory that explains 
this relationship. In the next section, the structure of the thesis will be discussed.   
1.3  Structure of the thesis  
This study explores the relationship between knowledge about EU-law of the Dutch officials 
and support for European integration.  Explaining support for European integration is a 
complex task and it is also called Europeanization. In order to obtain a detailed 
understanding, this study will provide theories that explain this concept. European integration 
is stated as the growth of the European Community and this concept can be explained by 
different European integration theories. In order to understand what this study provides a 
brief overview will be given of the chapters and its content:  
 In chapter 1 this study provides a clear introduction of the topic of this thesis. 
Furthermore, the research question will be introduced in this chapter. Since this study 
aims to fill the gap in research, societal and academic relevance will be discussed.  
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 In chapter 2 this study provides the background information about the topic of the 
research. More specifically, this means that it explains the economic integration of the 
European Union, its historical overview, and how it developed further into a political 
union.  This means that this study goes into the roots of European integration.  Thus, 
in order to understand European integration, the background of the European union 
will be used for an in depth analysis.  Furthermore, this study explains how support 
for European integration became important. This means that a historical overview is 
also included, about how and why support for European integration became an 
important concept for scholars. It also provides background information about how 
the Dutch perceive European integration.  
 The theoretical framework provides the foundation for the analysis of this study. 
Different theories are explained and applied on this study specifically. This is 
provided in chapter 3 of this study. Furthermore, this means that the European 
integration theories are explained: (liberal) intergovernmentalism, neo-functionalism, 
and multi-level approach. It also provides what support for European integration 
means, in terms of supranationalism and intergovernmentalism. Moreover, it provides 
factors that explain support for European integration on individual level. Lastly, the 
concept of knowledge is explained and its effect on support for European integration 
is also discussed.  
 In chapter 4 the research design of this study is provided. The data collection method 
is discussed for both the qualitative and quantitative part. Furthermore, the 
operationalization of the concepts take place in this chapter. And as last, the 
limitations of this study is also given.  
 In chapter 5 the quantitative data analysis of this study is done. This means that a 
descriptive analysis, a correlation analysis and a multiple regression analysis will be 
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conducted. In this chapter, an answer is tried to be found for the central question of 
this study.  
 In chapter 6 the qualitative analysis of this study will be provided. This means that a 
deeper understand of the quantitative data will be given. This implies that this data 
will be used to explain the outcomes of the quantitative data. First of all, the 
composition of the research group will be discussed.  Secondly, the outcomes of the 
interviews will be discussed and as last a conclusion will follow.  
 In chapter 7 a discussion and conclusion about the topic is provided. At the end of the 
chapter the recommendations will follow.  
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Chapter 2: Context  
In the following chapter, the key concepts of this study will be discussed: the process of 
European integration, why measuring support for European integration became important, 
and a brief overview of the opinion of the Netherlands about European integration. Thus, this 
section will provide background information about how the European Union established itself 
and why the EU started relying on public opinion. The European Union started initially as an 
economic union(Pelkmans, 2006). This was seen as one of the most important reasons to 
accede (Ibid.). It is an unique and important process, which occurred over more than fifty 
years ago. European integration is also stated as the interdependence of the member states of 
the European Union that grows because of the EU (Richardson, 2006). In this part of the 
thesis, the process of European  integration will be explained.  
2.1 The history and goal of European integration  
In 1950 the German and French coal and steel industry was established (Richardson, 2006). 
This happened right after the second World War.  After this was brought into the press, 
different countries were invited by Schuhman to join the European Community.  As a 
reaction this this, three Benelux countries and Italy joined. In 1952, the European Coal and 
Steel Community was founded in Paris. This is stated as a political success, because the six 
countries that were collaborating at that time were at war with each other for fifty years.  Six 
years later after this success, the European Economic Community was established. Herein, a 
common external tariff, a common agriculture policy, a single market with free movement of 
money and people was important.  At this time, European integration is achieved by the 
Council of Europe and the European Union (Richardson, 2006). In the following part the 
economic and political integration of the European Union will be discussed.  
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In 1950, economists that were specialized in international trade agreed that economic 
integration is a process wherein economic borders disappear (Richardson, 2006). This counts 
only for the economic borders wherein the national borders will exist. Economic integration 
is also known as regional integration, because it is about the integration of a few countries 
and not the whole world, which is stated as globalization (Pelkmans, 2006). Economic 
integration knows different stadia. This means that a fully integrated economic union is the 
far reaching form of economic integration. The different phases of economic integration will 
be explained. The different phases are: a free-trade zone, a customs union, a common market, 
an economic union, and as last a political union. Each phase is regulated on supranational or 
intergovernmental level. The European Union started with free-trade within the participating 
countries, but if  a custom union is wanted a common commercial policy must be included. 
Furthermore, a common market will lead to a free factor mobility. With an economic union a 
common monetary and fiscal union join. A political union has, as the far reaching form, also 
a government. Integration can happen in two different ways, namely on the so-called negative 
and positive way. The European Union is an example whereby besides negative integration 
also positive integration happens. This means that a transition is made to common 
institutions, this is called positive integration, and not only are the mutual barriers removed 
(Scharpf, 1997). This happens namely with negative integration. When economic integration 
grows, the political aspects become more important (Pelkmans, 2006).  The government, 
based on the political decisions, has some influence on the economy of a country.  This is the 
reason why it is hard to reach profound economic integration. Most of the countries do prefer 
to keep the politics on national level and are not very keen on delegating this to supranational 
organizations. Since the end of the second World War, different forms of economic 
integration happened (Ibid.). The European Union can be seen as one of the biggest and most 
influential of this (El-Agraa, 2011). This has to do with the fact that European Union exist of 
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a big area, almost the whole continent of Europe. It is also, so far, the oldest and most 
industrious union (Ibid.). The European Union is continuously busy with deepening and 
expansion, by concluding more treaties and the accession of new member states.  Since the 
advent of the Euro this union is almost close to a fully integrated economic union. One of the 
most important reasons for an economic integration is that competition will increase. This 
competition will lead to lower prices, innovation, better quality and more variety, which have 
their benefits for the economy. In the establishment of the European Union this was one of 
the reasons. This union will lead to economic growth and also negotiations with the WTO 
will be easier, because Europe can come out as a party. This would lead to more certainty for 
the participants in the various markets. The advantages could be made possible by an 
efficient production, specialization, and liberalization (El-Agraa, 2011 & Pelkmans, 2006).  
However, it will also lead to higher production outputs, which are made possible by a bigger 
market ‘a better international competition position’, more efficiency by competing 
companies, and an improvement of the quality by technological advantages that are caused by 
competition (El-Agraa, 2011). If this union will develop itself further, advantages as higher 
national wages by mobility across borders will arise. The monetary and fiscal policy can also 
lead to cost reduction. By joining the forces in the area of employment, low inflation, higher 
percentage of growth, and a better wages distribution all of this will happen efficiently and 
thus, get cheaper. All these advantages are considered possible, but do not necessarily have to 
happen. With the start of the union, which was supposed to be only economical, the idea of 
putting politics in it also became essential. This has to do with the threat of the Cold War and 
communism. The main motivation behind the founding of the union was the market 
integration and a common economic policy (Ibid.). An important point the union found out 
was that the economic process cannot proceed further without political integration, which is 
playing an important role in the course of the years.  An example of this is the European 
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Political Cooperation (Wallace & Pollack, 2010).  Thus, European integration can be 
characterized as a process of economic, legal and political integration within European states.  
Now that the EU integration has been discussed, this study will move on the next chapter 
discussing how public opinion about European integration became important. 
2.2 How public opinion about European integration became important 
Public support, in this study, is defined as:  ‘the belief of the public about an  issue, that 
carries the potential to interpret into explicit or implicit agreement towards a polity or 
policy’ (Sigalas, 2010: p. 1343). This means that in relation with the topic of this study, 
public opinion is the support that citizens have towards further European integration. In the 
1990s changes in the political climate of the European Union occurred, which made public 
support for European integration more important. What happened was that the politicization 
of the  European Union took place (Hooghe & Marks, 2008) and democratic features and 
legitimacy became more important (Gabel, 1998).  Another point is that partisan conflict 
aggravated as market integration concluded in a monetary union, and the political integration 
came on the agenda again.  Building upon the economic integration of the European Union, 
the years before 1990 were characterized as permissive consensus. This has to do with the 
fact that public opinion was not visible (Hooghe & Marks, 2008).  The European Union is 
characterized as an elite project, in which public support is not important.  This means that 
integration comes from the bureaucratized nature of the organization of the European Union, 
wherein decision are taken by leaders. There is belief that this happened over the 
unimportance of the general membership and also over the opposition. Neo-functionalism 
would say that this thought is temporary, because as more issues are delegated to the 
European Union, elite decision-making would make place for political integration. Thus, the 
politicization in which European issues involve public opinion (Hooghe & Marks, 2008). The 
period after 1991 can be describe as constraining dissensus, which means that elites have to 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 16 
 
look over their shoulders when bargaining about European issues (Hooghe & Marks, 2008). 
What happened is that the European Union became politicized, which made public opinion 
about the European Union more important. This was the reason further research about 
support for European integration became important among different scholars (Gabel, 1998 & 
Inglehart, 1970 & Hooghe & Marks, 2005). In this study, the focus is on the relationship 
between knowledge about EU-law and support towards European integration.  
The role of public opinion becomes, from what is stated above, more important and also more 
salient. This has also to do with the issue that there is a lack of democratic control over 
European Union decision-making, which affects the legitimacy of the EU (Hooghe & Marks, 
2008).  Scharpf (1970) also discusses democratic deficit as a lack of legitimacy.  Caldeira & 
Gibson (1995) say that political systems are only practicable on the condition that there is 
public support.  This is also true for the European Union, wherein supranational means of law 
enforcement depends largely on acceptance and public support (Caldeira & Gibson, 1995).   
Thus, public support for European integration became important for the further promotion of 
delegating policy-making responsibilities to the European level.  Furthermore, the founding 
of the Maastricht Treaty is also essential for public opinion, because before the Treaty was 
introduced public opinion was especially economically based. After the Maastricht Treaty the 
public started to reacted on other European policies as education, healthcare and culture 
(Eichenbach & Dalton, 2007).  However, a decrease in public support is found by Lubbers 
and Jaspers (2011), who define it as euroscepticism and the Netherlands shows the most 
eurosceptical attitudes.  In the following chapter, the Dutch opinion about the European 
integration project will be discussed.  
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2.3 The Dutch opinion about European integration  
In the following part the public opinion, the civil servant’s opinion, and the political opinion 
about the European integration in the Netherlands will be explained.  First, different 
institutions have tried to measure the Dutch public opinion about the European Union. 
Firstly, the Eurobarometer asked in 2013 whether the respondents think that Dutch interests 
are taken into consideration in the European Union. The outcome was that 79% of the Dutch 
respondents think that the European Union considers Dutch interests (European Parliament, 
2013).  The Sociaal Cultureel Planbureau also asked about the membership of the 
Netherlands in the European Union. The research findings showed that 41% of the Dutch 
population consider the membership as positive. In contrast to this, 26% of the Dutch 
population consider this a negative and the rest has no opinion about it (Sociaal Cultureel 
Planbureau, 2010).  A majority of the Dutch voters see European integration as a threat to the 
social security of the Netherlands.  The research of the Kieskompas, which is a cooperation 
between  political scientists of the Vrije Universiteit van Amsterdam and the  research 
institution IPSOS, showed this (Kieskompas, 2016).  They measured the attitudes towards 
further European integration and this is measured from 1 until 5, wherein 5 means a negative 
attitude and 1 a positive attitude.   The most positive attitudes come from D66, GroenLinks, 
and ChristenUnie voters and the most negative attitudes come from PVV and Partij van de 
Dieren voters.  GroenLinks and Partij van de Dieren are a Dutch paries that are located left on 
the political spectrum and  stress about the ‘green’ aspects of a society. D66 is seen as a 
reformist social-liberal party, the ChristenUnie is a Christian party that has a progressive 
view on social and environmental issues and a conservative view on ethical matters 
(Parlement, 2016).  
Secondly, also the opinion of the Dutch officials regarding to European integration is 
important. The view of the Dutch civil servants extends long beyond the boundaries of 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 18 
 
municipal , provinces or  Rijk. Europe is almost permanently displayed. Another point is that 
officials have to follow European-law. The municipals receive money from European 
Structural Funds and this is under control of the Rijk (VNG, 2011).  However, the European-
law and especially a lack of knowledge about EU-law can be a burden for the officials and 
municipals.  An example of this is the inadequate implementation of the new rules regarding 
air-quality in the Netherlands.  Europe starts to become more and more important for Dutch 
local governments.  There is still a lack of awareness from officials about how important the 
European Union actually is. The implementation of law happens through The Hague and 
officials do not know the actual numbers of law that come from Europe.  The role of the 
Dutch officials in Europe is really important.  The officials need to know how the European 
Union works, which programs it works with and what the consequences of these programs 
are for the governments.  They also need to know about the European-law.  Different officials 
can contact  each other to share knowledge and experienced regarding the European Union.   
Thirdly,  the normative viewpoints of Dutch political parties about European integration are 
also provided.  Election programs are good indicators of analyzing political opinions about 
European integration. The CDA  is a partisan of constraining further European integration. 
This party also believes that candidate-states can only accede if they strictly apply to the 
Copenhagen-criteria. The PvdA believes that states that want to become a member should 
only apply to the conditions of the membership.  The D66 is supportive of European 
integration, because it believes that the internal market of the European Union has grown 
largely and different states get profits from this.  The VVD says that for the upcoming  years 
no new member states should be included in the European Union, but with exception of 
Croatia.  This party also states that no country should accede to the European Union if they 
do not apply to the Copenhagen-criteria.  The accede negotiations with Turkey should also be 
stopped according to the CDA. They can only continue when Turkey acknowledges Cyprus.  
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The SP wants to stop further European integration, but they state that Balkan-countries are 
welcome if they apply to the entry-requirements.  They also want more referenda  about 
European integration.  The party GroenLinks is supportive towards European integration and 
they state that countries as Turkey can join the European Union if they are democratic and 
they safeguard human rights.  And lastly, the PVV states that negotiations with Turkey 
should be stopped and no other country should join the European Union (EenVandaag, 2013). 
The following section will discuss the theoretical framework of this study.  
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Chapter 3: Theoretical framework  
This section of the study will describe the theoretical framework.  Additionally, it will 
provide a comprehensive explanation of the relationship between knowledge about the 
European Union and support towards European integration. The most important question is 
what the role of knowledge about EU-law is in the support for European integration. 
Different positive relations are found between the two concepts, but a number of questions 
remain unanswered. First of all, there is no research that focuses on the knowledge about EU-
law in specific and there is also no research that focuses on the Dutch officials. In order to 
understand how support towards European integration is shaped,  different factors are 
included in the theoretical framework. First, the European integration theories will be 
indicated. Second, euro-skepticism and euro-enthusiasm will be explained.  Third, the factors 
that explain support towards European integration will also be discussed.  Herein, the focus 
will be on the utilitarian and affective support. Fourth, the relationship between knowledge 
about EU and support towards European integration will be discussed. Finally, this chapter 
will conclude by a short summary that highlights the key points and hypotheses that flow out 
of theory. 
3.1 European integration theories 
In this part of the thesis, the European integration theories will be explained. A clearer view 
of the different visions will be given. Different scholars such as Moravscik (1993), 
Rosamond (2000) and Hooghe & Marks (2001)  have tried to explain the integration in 
Europe. These theories are important in order  to understand why integration happens. It is a 
difficult task to explain why European integration occurred and developed.  This is related to 
the fact that the European integration is an unique process. On the one hand, the concept of 
European integration  advanced many times. And on the other hand, national states gave up 
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their executive, judicial, and legislative powers. This has not happened before (Ibid.). It is 
also important to understand whether Dutch officials prefer an intergovernmental or 
supranational government and what this means in terms of ‘support’ (public opinion – euro-
skepticism or euro-enthusiastic). In the first phase of integration, neo-functionalism and 
intergovernmentalism play the most important role (Rosamond,2000). Neo-functionalism 
tries to explain in what extent economic integration can be reached and how this can play a 
more important role in the political area and in supranational institution from the economic 
course. Since the beginning of the integration process, this theory had much support 
(Rosamond, 2000). Pollack (2001) states that intergovernmentalism is founded in the same 
phase. What derives from this is that the participants in the European Union were not as 
ambitious as they thought and the process did not go as they assumed in the first place. These 
two schools have expanded and changed in a way that they still can be used for explaining 
the integration process. From this point, the multilevel governance approach has raised by 
Hooghe and Marks (2001) , who have developed this theory.  This section of the study will 
discuss the most prominent European integration theories in order to understand the 
development of European integration.   
3.1.1 Intergovernmentalism  
The trend of intergovernmentalism  has a positive outlook on the integration process and is 
also seen as one of the easiest theories that derive from European integration (Moravscik, 
1993). This theory assumes that the role of the national government is safeguarded 
(Moravscik, 1993).  In first instance, governments that have the same interests will approach 
each other, which will result in a process of integration. National governments speak out their 
preferences and will have negotiations on intergovernmental level. Each national government 
has the same amount of influence and power in this and the overarching institutions as the 
European Commission at the European Union do not have the same influence and power. 
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However, the power position of the member states is determined by the degree of influence 
they can practice (Hooghe & Marks, 2001). Another element is that European decision 
making is formed by their domestic politics. This means that states will always pursue the 
goals that are formulated domestically.  Economic interests are also important, what will lead 
to exchange of information, but it can also lead to serving interests (Moravscik, 1993). The 
intergovernmentalism theory highly values the interest of the separate governments in the 
integration process. The governments do not only determine which decision they make, but 
they also know exactly where this will lead too.  An important point is that unexpected 
outcomes are not considered in this theory.  
Finally, this will lead to a common international interest that is caused by national interests. 
This will not affect the sovereignty of a state. A lot of criticism has been given by Moravcsik 
(1993), who has launched the theory of ‘liberal intergovernmentalism’. An example of 
criticism  is  that not all of the states will always agree with the decisions that are made. This 
will lead to getting stuck in a process, wherein they actually do not want to contribute.  The 
more the integration process has been developed, the more difficult it gets for supporters of 
intergovernmentalism to keep supporting their theory (Moravscik, 1993). This is one of the 
reasons why other theories got more support as the integration process progressed (Tsebelis 
& Garrett, 2001).   
3.1.2 Neo-functionalism/supranationalism  
Neo-functionalists are another party in the debate about European integration (Rosamond, 
2000).  This is an integration theory whereby supranational organization play an important 
role. This approach is an example of supranationalism, whereby it is about ‘above the 
national level’. Member states are really important, because they take the first steps but they 
do not determine the outcomes and ways of the changes. It is a theory about change and 
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transformation (Rosamond, 2000).  With the neo-functionalism theory they have to deal with 
the so-called ‘spill-overs’, which are the unexpected and unintentional consequences. A 
regional force is created and the conflicts will be solved by a wider vision and more authority 
is given to the regional organizations they have set up (Wiener & Diez, 2004). Summarized, 
this theory explains: two or more countries decide together to work on the economic area and 
for an efficient settlement a higher authority is created. More specifically, advantages want to 
be gained with the integration. This is the so-called automatic processes, because economic 
integration created more transaction between members, but also in other sectors and this 
created more interests in setting up regional organizations (Ibid.). Spill-overs are the most 
important characteristic of this theory. Furthermore, this theory focuses on the relationship 
between economic and political integration.  
However, the starting point is political integration (Eising, 2004). This means that integration 
in economic and functional sectors (loyalty, expectations, and political activities) will lead to 
political integration. Haas (1961) explains this as the integration of a sector, which exerts 
pressure on the adjacent sector to integrate. This has to do with interests groups at subnational 
level in the integrated sector, that have to work together with the international organization 
that leads this sector. In time, these interests groups will appreciate the advantages of the 
integration process and they will delegate their demands, expectations and loyalty to new 
supranational organizations.  Because of this political spill-over sectorial integration will 
become self-fulfilling and this will lead to a new political centrum in Brussels (Wallace & 
Pollack, 2005).  The decision to become a free-trade area puts pressure on further integration 
and on becoming a customs union. This will lead to a political union.  This pressure can come 
from supranational institutions, but also from subnational members. The largest difference 
between (liberal) intergovernmentalism and neo-functionalism is the explanation they give 
for the most important decisions in the European Union.  The question asked in the survey for 
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this study asked the Dutch officials whether they wanted a supranational or 
intergovernmental Europe. Thus, do they want to delegate more power to the European 
Union or not? Neo-functionalism is busy with domestic technocratic consensus, opportunities 
to change the common interests, the role of supranational institutions in the trade sector and 
has a bottom-up structure. While, intergovernmentalism studies the role of relative power, 
institutions, and national leaders. There are two reasons why neo-functionalism is important. 
Firstly, it provides a lot of information about the theory, the structure of the theory and the 
interest of some social science moments becomes important for studying the social events.  
Neo-functionalism also fits with the original strategy that were prominent with the emergence 
of the European Union (Rosamond, 2000).  Wallace and Pollack (2010) say that four basic 
elements are important regarding the emergence of the European Union. First, the 
governments had to accept that the European Commission will be the most valuable 
negotiator and also have to play an active role in maintaining the political consensus.  
Second, governments have to support each other to solve problems by collective decisions, 
whether these are desirable or not. To build further upon the former, is it also important that 
governments, the Commission and other members do not have unacceptable wishes, but that 
in the short-term making sacrifices will lead to long-term profits. Last, unanimity is also 
important, because losing in one sector can be compensated with other sectors (Wallace & 
Pollack, 2010). 
Another point of critic is that it was not considered that new member states can change the 
process of decision-making. Moreover, the politics that was considered as important, appears 
not be as important as it was assumed in the integration process. With political spill-overs a 
shift of loyalty is needed. This loyalty is about the loyalty of the elite, this is namely essential 
for the form of the political union. Herein, the attitude of the citizens is not important 
(Wallace & Pollack, 2010). However, there are some downsides to this theory.  First, neo-
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functionalism is a political theory wherein social and economic circumstances are important, 
independent and intervening elements. Secondly, this theory does not include emotions that 
play a role with decision-making (Ibid.).  
3.1.3 Multi-governance approach  
The last approach, the interdependence, assumes that a distinction between 
intergovernmentalism and supranationalism should not be made. The mutual dependency 
between state and non-state actors is an important point in this approximation (De Rooij, 
2003). Because of the removal of borders between European member states more support is 
gained for this approach.  In the Netherlands a shift has occurred from a uniform  national  
state administration to a multi- level governance system  (Van der meer et al., 2012).  Herein, 
officials have to deal with the consequences of European integration. Examples are that 
officials are concerned in multiple scales (Ibid.).  Not the centrum of national states or the 
European Union determines the European integration, but the influence of negotiations 
between politic-administrative actors, interest groups, firms, and individual citizen does this. 
One of the interdependence theories is the multi-level governance approach. In this approach 
the increasing mutual dependency between European institutions, national governments, and 
decentralist governments is explained. Multi-level governance explains the assumption that 
decision-making happens at different policy levels (Jordan, 2001). National governments, 
according to this approach, are losing their monopoly in European decision-making, because 
decentralized governments get more opportunities to make themselves known in European 
institutions (De Rooij, 2003).  The European decision-making gets a triangle form, because 
teamwork is created between supranational, national, and regional levels. This approach also 
states that subnational actors are sometimes as important as EU institutions and central 
governments to European Union policymaking. This has to do with the fact that each level of 
actors has important resources as expertise, political power, prestige, and information (Marko 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 26 
 
Trnski, 2005: p.23-32).  A problem with this is that some actors are more powerful than 
others, because of their amount of resources. Hooghe and Marks (2003) question central 
governments like national government and state a polity that is divided between more than 
one policy fields.  The reason that national governments are losing their monopoly in 
European decision-making has to do with the consideration that on the one hand efficiency of 
the public tasks and on the other hand the heterogeneity of the preferences and interests of 
citizens regarding to the public tasks (Hooghe & Marks, 2003). Between these two aspects a 
balance needs to be found, which cannot be found with the national governments. 
Decentralized governments hope to find this within the European Union.  The concept of 
multi-level governance is divides in three elements (Eising, 2004). The first element is the 
static and institutional core that the multi-level governance has. Public actors from different 
level share political authority in a formal institutional setting. Each of one of them exerts a 
certain form of authority. This means that national governments stand above decentralized 
governments. However, decentralized governments have a degree of discretionary space in 
different policy fields to execute the policy. With this, national governments have autonomy 
to a certain level, but this does not mean that public actors on lower levels are operational to 
the higher levels. Outside the discretionary space, these actors can also participate on a higher 
level of decision-making. This distinction is characterized specifically with the multi-level 
governance approach. It shows clearly that public actors from lower levels can also 
participate on higher levels. A second element is that functional tasks of a state do not agree 
with the territorial powers. Policy forming in the field of,  for example,  environment 
problems only reach further than the powers of the national governments.  This is the reason 
that these policy tasks are partly delegated to Europe, because policy forming about this kind 
of problems are transboundary. On the European level these transboundary problems can be 
tackled. European integration asks for teamwork and coordination between European and 
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national institution and does not only limit to the policy forming on European level that is 
executed by member states. It also takes cooperation between mutual member states and 
between decentralized governments in the member states (Eising, 2004). The third element is 
that the multi-level governance explains the different trends in the interaction on European 
level. In European context there is competition, negotiation on the basis of own interests, 
mediating to come to a compromise, and hierarchical enforcements (Ibid.). Because of the 
heterogenic setting wherein the European Union is, a lot of the political authority is about 
finding consensus and especially in the long term.  Occasionally, large majority decision can 
take place, but in general the European institution prefer a compromise, where different 
actors agree about (Ibid.). These three element emphasize the importance and extent of the 
European decision-making for public actors. The downside to this approach however is that it 
only explains why decentralized governments go to Brussels, but not how they get access to 
the European institutions (Ibid.). Furthermore, this approach assumes that decentralized 
governments are expressing themselves more on European level without the intervention of 
national governments and it also that European policy is made by an interacting composition 
of European institutions, national, and decentralist governments (De Rooij, 2003).   
In short, multi-level governance states that European integration has decreased the right of 
the states. Secondly, the states do not longer have a monopoly on the European level of 
policy making or the collection of domestic activities. Thirdly, decision-making powers are 
divided between different actors at different levels  rather than monopolized by state 
executives. The role of the supranational institutions (as EC and EP) must be taken into 
account to clarify European policy-making and they also have independent influence in it. 
Moreover, composite decision-making between states involves a meaningful loss of control 
for individual state administration. Lastly, states do not only dominate the links between 
European and domestic actors. This has to deal with the fact that subnational actors function 
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in both supranational and national arenas, wherein they create transnational associations in 
the process (Marko Trnski, 2005: p.23-32).  Herein, it is essential to know that Dutch 
officials have to deal with this multi-level governance approach. The officials are involved in 
different levels of decision- and policy making, wherein there is no hierarchy and loyalty for 
European institutions become more important. Thus, European governance is also called 
multi-level governance, wherein different officials are involved in networks of national 
governments and institutions that collaborate with European institutions (Eising & Kohler-
Koch, 1999) 
3.1.4  Conclusion  
In chapter two it was made clear that the European integration changed over time. As a result 
of this it has been clear that the European integration theories are really complex to explain.  
As stated above, scholars such as Rosamond (2000), de Rooij (2003) & Moravscik (1993) 
divide European integration into three different theories, wherein the last one is an approach. 
First of all, different authors try to explain intergovernmentalism, which can be stated as a 
top-down process of decision-making. Herein, governments or states are the most important 
actors and want to have the last word. Secondly, neo-functionalism is also included in this 
study. This emphasizes the supranational structure of the European Union, wherein European 
integration derived from the bottom-up.  And the last approach is multi-level governance. 
Herein, authors claim that the process of European integration is not only influenced by 
intergovernmental and supranational governments and institutions. The authors also 
emphasize the importance of (sub-) national actors.  Thus, European integration is top-down, 
bottom-up and horizontal and this also applies for the Dutch officials. These officials are 
involved in different levels of top-down, bottom-up and horizontal institutions.  
 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 29 
 
3.2 Support for European integration   
In the following chapter, the question of which theory can be included to understand support 
for European integration is asked. For this reason, this chapter is organized as follows: firstly 
the concept of support for European integration will be discussed. Herein, it will be made 
clear that support for European integration derives from public opinion (Sinnott, 1997). 
Secondly, the concepts of euro-enthusiasm and euro-scepcism will be discussed. There is still 
no clear and adequate definition of what opinion means.  On the site of Thesaurus this 
concept is defined as: ‘a belief or judgement that rests on grounds of insufficient to produce 
complete certainty’(Thesaurus, 2016). However, it is still a complex concept for scholars to 
define public opinion sufficiently. This has to do with the fact that in a lot of research the 
concept is not operationalized, because authors assume that the people know what it means 
(Converse, 2002). And another point is that studies that define the concept of opinion do not 
agree about each other’s definitions. Thus, there is no consensus about the definition. Salmon 
& Neuwrith (1990) state that public opinion is: enthusiasm to speak out opinion in public 
setting. 
After a brief overview of what opinion means, the concept of public opinion about European 
integration needs to be discussed. This mean that it is important to look what these opinions 
really mean in terms of/for European integration. Public opinion about European integration 
means:’ how one thinks about further integration in the European Union’ (Sinnott, 1997: p.2-
3).  Another point is that the concept of public opinion about European integration has 
created the concept of support for European integration.  It is important to state that 
euroscepticism became a very interesting term to use as support for European integration 
among different scholars (de Vreese, 2011 & Hooghe & Marks, 2007). In this study the term 
´Support for European integration´ will be used. However, it may be interesting to know what 
the opposition means. To build further on the European integration theories, it is important to 
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make a connection between public opinion and support for European integration. In the 
survey that was conducted for this study, the Dutch officials could choose between 
supranationalism and intergovernmentalism to indicate their level of support for European 
Integration. The questions that were asked were: where the EU is at the moment, where they 
think it will be in 10 years and where the officials expect it to be in 10 years. This largely 
depends on their own opinion about the European Union. It is important to show what it 
means to choose for supranationalism and what it means to choose for intergovernmentalism, 
in terms of support. Kopecky & Mudde (2002) have also tried to categorize the term ‘support 
for European integration’. The authors define support for European integration as ‘support 
for the general practice and ideas of European integration’ (Kopecky & Muddy, 2002: 
p.301).  
In order to explain the support for European integration, it needs to be made clear that there 
are three different attitudes towards European integration according to Kopecky & Mudde 
(2002). First of all, there is Euro-enthusiasm, which is also called pro-Supranationalism. The 
supporters of this attitude state that European integration must happen and be greater, because 
it will be in favor of the European states. Citizens with this kind of attitude believe that the 
European Union is the only actor that can solve problems (Kopecky & Mudde, 2002). 
Examples of problems are: environmental issues and financial crises.  Furthermore, this 
group has no problems with the deportation of powers to the European Parliament and 
competences to European institutions as the European Commission (Ibid.). It could be stated 
that Dutch officials that chose for fully supranationalism are pro-Europe. Thus, they are in 
favor of European integration or in other words supportive towards European integration.  It 
is stated that supranationalism can speed up the process of European integration (Magnette, 
2005). This is linked to the fact that countries have no trouble with delegating powers to 
supranational institutions for gains. Euroscepticism means that people are opposed to the way 
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the European Union functions (Szcerbiak & Taggart, 2002). This refers to the total 
domination of national interests that are in conflict with the supranational governance system 
of the European Union.  Nation states fear that supranational governance will damage their 
sovereignty (Szcerbiak & Taggart, 2002: p.26).  Thus, someone that would have answered 
with supranationalism is pro-Europe, because this group would not mind to transfer more 
power to supranational institutions.  
A second attitude is Euroscepticism. More recently, research on support for European 
integration try to define this by ‘euroscepticism’ (Jasper and Lubbers, 2011). This concept 
can be divided between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ euroscepticism. Soft euroscepticism means that 
people are opposed to European integration because of the way it is organized and hard 
euroscepticism means that someone is against the whole principle of European integration  
(Szczerbiak & Taggart, 2002: p.27).  There is also fear of delegating powers to supranational 
institutions. Hooghe and Marks (2007: p.120) define euroscepticism as a critical attitude 
about European integration.  In contrast to this, euro-enthusiasm means support for further 
integration and more deepening (Taggart, 1998: p.366).  This group is against a federal 
polity, but in favor of an expansion of a Single Market. Eurosceptics are skeptical regarding 
supranationalism, because they do not want to delegate more powers and competences to 
European institutions. If we would apply the theory of intergovernmentalism on the support 
of Dutch officials towards European integration, it could be stated that officials that want 
Europe on a more intergovernmental level are soft euro-sceptic. This has to deal with the fact 
that they value their sovereignty and national interests. Spanje & Vreese (2011) state that 
Eurosceptics prefer that certain topics and components are discussed and decided at national 
level and not on European level. This means that they are sceptic about sector integration and 
policy transfer to Europe. This is in line with intergovernmentalism.  Thus, support for an 
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intergovernmental European Union can be classified as soft Euroscepticism (Spanje & 
Vreese, 2011). 
The third attitude is Euro-rejects. This can be characterized as hard Euroscepticism 
(Szczerbiak & Taggart, 2002).  This group sees the European Union as a monster that takes 
the national sovereignty of the countries away. They do not want to join the European Union 
or do not want a Union at all.  Citizens with this kind of attitude are usually from the radical 
right or left wing (Ibid.).  
3.3.  Factors that explain support towards European integration: alternative and 
control variables 
In this study the emphasis will be on elite attitudes towards European integration. Haas 
(1958) states that the opinion of the general public is unnecessary, because the general public 
has a lack of knowledge about the process of integration. They also lack in the participation.  
In contrast to this, Lindberg & Scheingold (1970) argue that elites require a ‘permissive 
consensus’ from the public and of mass support.  There are different theories that explain the 
support for European  integration.  A distinction is made between the theory of utilitarian and 
affective support (Lindberg & Scheingol,1970). In short, affective support is the emotional 
connection to the European Union principles and the utilitarian support has to deal with the 
cost-benefit analysis that elites make and its impact on their support. Lindberg & Scheingold 
(1970) have proof for the two theories, but they state that the utilitarian support is more 
important than the affective support. Herein, more support means in favor of 
supranationalism and not supportive means in favor of intergovernmentalism. This part of the 
thesis presents an overview of the existing literature about attitudes towards European 
integration.  
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3.3.1  Affective support  
Affective support means the feelings of sympathy and generalized loyalty towards the idea of  
the European Union and European integration (Lindberg & Scheingold, 1970). This value 
cannot be easily destroyed and it is not necessarily about costs and benefits. Inglehart (1967) 
states that young Europeans have been completely socialized to support for European 
integration and this is hard to remove. This will lead to existence of a European political 
identity and this is immune to serious corrosion as a result of economic problems on a short-
term (Inglehart, 1967). This model, affective support, correlates to neo-functionalist 
understanding of European integration. This theory suggests that interstate bargains are 
important and may branch from utilitarian calculations, but in time they turn into widely 
shared norms. This means that behavior starts as a matter of egoistic self-interest, but they 
take on a life of their own (Krasner, 1982). This will lead to the fact that supranational 
institutions and the principles and norms through which they function increase the feelings of 
loyalty.  And by this, more cooperation will happen and more interest will be towards closer 
integration. Thus, affective support has to do with feelings of loyalty.  This can be 
characterized as an identity-based theory, whereby support is largely determined by a 
citizen’s set of relatively stable symbolic willingness. Support has also to do with 
nationalistic attitudes, which is seen as the strongest territorial identity. It is also believed that 
this puts constraints on preferences of European integration. This means the individual 
connection to national sovereignty, cultures, and national identity (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004). 
To build further on this, the concept of European identity is important. This means the 
involvement of the European policy level in the social identity of the individual (Hermann & 
Brewer, 2004). 
Social identity means the alertness of an individual that they a part of a group of European 
citizens, which is the cognitive aspect (Hermann & Brewer, 2004). And the emotional aspect 
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implies on that one secures a positive affective value to this group membership. This has to 
do with the question of ‘who is one?’ (Ibid.). Different authors have stated that the growth of 
an European identity is important for the bureaucratic process of European integration 
(Kaszas, 2010 & Hermann & Brewer, 2004 & Kriesi and Lachat, 2004 ).  This implies the 
point that one can identify with different social groups. Also the point of loyalty is important 
in this context, because these loyalties can be very powerful in shaping prospects about the 
European Union. It is important that there is a European community of citizens with the same 
identity and common belonging. Thus, it is essential to build a European identity in order to 
gain more support for the European integration project (Kaszas, 2010). The former is linked 
to the multilevel governance approach, because the European Union tries to entangle 
European and national governments. Those who work on European integration tend to 
converge European identities and it is important to know what is means to belong to a 
European community (Risse, 2004).  Multi-level governance derives from the assumption 
that an increase in public actors and the distribution of powers in the European arena will lead 
to a growth of the numbers of channels that provides access (De Rooij, 2003). The setting up 
of international policy networks improves in general the access to public networks. In other 
words, multi-level governance emphasizes the opportunity to gaining access to European 
institutions (Ibid). In this study, it is important that European identity is seen as a civil form 
of identity. This means that being a European citizen has to do with the political institutions 
and community, wherein the individual has its rights and duties.  European integration also 
makes it more difficult for national governments to seek national preferences, because it 
darkens the boundaries between distinct national societies, and it weakens national self-
determination.  However, it strengthens diversity. It is stated that individuals that have a 
strong exclusive national identity tend  to see European integration as a threat (Kriesi & 
Lachat, 2004). Hooghe & Marks (2004) stated that national identity and European identity 
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strengthen each other. Another author states that European loyalty is embedded in national 
loyalty (De Vries & Van Kersbergen, 2007). This means that it is expected that people that 
have an exclusive national identity will oppose to multi-level governance. Thus, one who 
does not want to see a multi-level governance, wherein an entanglement of European and 
national governments is created is opposed to European integration. This has to do with their 
loyalty towards national and European governments (Ibid.).  It is expected that officials who 
have a high degree of loyalty towards European institutions will be more supportive for 
European integration.  
3.3.2 Utilitarian support  
In contrast to the former mentioned notion of the affective support, utilitarian support is about 
the real benefits derived from European integration. It is also not as stable as the affective 
support. This means that individuals will support the European Union more in times of 
economic prosperity and this support will decrease in times of economic crisis. Eichenbach & 
Dalton (1993) discussed that decreased support happens during inflations and increased 
support happens in growth of GDP. This model correlates to the intergovernmental 
understanding of European integration. This means, that states are the central actors in the 
European Union and cooperation of states depends on the merging of the national interests. 
This perspective states that intergovernmental bargaining is important and the negotiations 
are especially about spillovers. This theory also explains that if nations can have economic 
and political advantages from integration they will engage in it. Thus, this theory is an 
example of an economic theory, wherein is suggested that public support has to do with the 
individual’s rational cost-benefit analysis that is made. There is stated that countries that have 
gained profit from the European Union are more supportive towards European integration 
(Gabel, 1998).  
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Within the utilitarian approach  there is also an economic interest-based approach (Gabel, 
1998). The economic interest-based approach is about individual’s socio-economic location 
and focuses on education, income, and occupation.  In this thesis the focus will be on 
education and occupations in the public organizations. Due  to the lack of information in the 
data-set on income this study will not include this concept.  It is stated that higher levels of 
social status and education are important indicators of support towards European integration 
(Anderson & Reichert, 1996). Herein it is expected that citizens with managerial and 
executive occupations will be more supportive towards European integration (Gabel, 1998).  
This also counts for citizens from higher educational bodies. Anderson & Reichert (1996) 
also indicate that demographic characteristics such as age, sex, and education are important 
predictors of support towards EU integration. To build further on gender it can be stated that 
this is an important factor that explains support for European integration.  Nelsen et al,. 
(1999) have shown that women’s support for European integration is strongly influenced by 
their subjective and objective economic vulnerability. Women that are economically 
vulnerable tend to be opposed towards European integration, because they feel threatened. 
Herein, women care more about the welfare state than men. The most important result the 
authors (1999) give is that economic uncertainty is the biggest  cause for women to show 
euro skeptical attitudes.  Women tend to see further European integration as a threat to the 
national welfare states (Nelsen et al,. 1999: p.10).  It is expected that men will be more 
supportive for European integration than women. Furthermore, it is stated that older 
generation might be more positive about European integration. Herein, it is expected that 
younger citizens did not experience the whole context wherein the foundation of the 
European Union happened after the war (Anderson & Reichert, 1996).  Nelsen et al,. (1999) 
state that this has to do with the fact that older men are still influenced by the aftermath of the 
World War Two. Gabels and Palmer (1995) have predicted that citizen’s support for 
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integration will be more positively related to her of his level of occupational skills and 
education. Herein, occupations mean the functions that the individuals have at their work. 
Officials with managerial or executive functions will be more supportive towards European 
integration, because it will have more advantages to this group in terms of having more 
chances on the international labour market (Gabel, 1998).   Risse (2010) indicates that the 
role of education is an important indicator of support towards European integration. The 
author also states that citizens with higher levels of education are more supportive towards 
EU integration. To build further on education, it is expected that higher educated people have 
less problems  with identifying different perspectives, visions and truths (Gabel, 1998). This 
implies that higher-educated people can see that different truths can exist, which is in contrast 
to low-educated people who have a hard time seeing different visions (Ibid.). Furthermore, it 
is stated that the highest completed education is important.  In this study, a scale from lower 
to higher levels of education will be used. Education is about the cognitive and social 
elements that one has in order to react on economic and political issues. Herein, higher 
education such as HBO (bachelor of applies science) and a university-degree are really 
important, because they are better at evaluating the political and economic circumstances 
they are involved in (Gabel, 1998). People from higher education will also have more 
knowledge about political issues, which will lead to more support for European integration 
(Inglehart, 1987).  In contrast to this, citizens with lower levels of education are easier 
threatened by media exposure and trade liberalization, which will lead to less support for 
European integration (Ibid.).  However, Gabel (2003) has shown in a study on the European 
Parliament, that more years of education will lead to less support for the European 
Parliament. In short, it is expected that people from higher educations and people from 
managerial/executive occupations will be more supportive for European integration.  
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3.3.3. Conclusion   
After  having discussed several approaches, a conclusion can be stated.  The above shows 
that individuals can differ in their support for European integration. This has to do with the 
utilitarian and affective factors.  Within the utilitarian support, the emphasis will be on age, 
gender, education and occupation. When it comes to educational backgrounds, it is expected 
that people from lower educations will be more Eurosceptic than people with higher 
educations. This has to do with higher perceived ethnic threat and political cynicism. This 
also regards for occupation. When it comes to age and gender it is expected that older people 
and especially men will be more supportive towards European integration. When it comes to 
loyalty, it expected that people with higher levels of loyalty towards European governments 
and also their own governments will be more positive towards European integration.  
3.4  What is knowledge about European Union law 
Since knowledge is a very broad concept, this study will focus on the political knowledge as 
knowledge about European Union-law.  It is not the case that citizens that have a great 
political knowledge about Europe will correspond with knowledge about EU-law. It is argued 
that, someone that has knowledge about Europe will also easier understand the European law.  
Caripini & Keeter (1993) have showed that there is no great advantage in using specific 
knowledge indicators about an issue. The authors state that general indicators can also be 
used (Carpini & Keeter, 1993).  First, the concept of ‘knowledge’ will be explained and 
second political knowledge will be discussed. Knowledge literally means the truth (Krosnick 
& Brannon, 1993). When it comes to knowledge, a distinction can be made between 
subjective and objective knowledge.  The knowledge indicator in this study is: I have 
knowledge of the content of European legislation in my policy-field. This can be 
characterized as subjective knowledge, because their own opinion is asked about their level 
of knowledge about European legislation. Clark & Hellwig (2012) state knowledge about 
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European Union as: political information and facts about a political system that is gathered in 
an individual’s long term memory and can be interpret, identified, and understood.  In short, 
it is about knowledge of the political system of the European Union.  When it comes to 
political knowledge, a distinction can be made between three types of knowledge: about 
parties and people, the rules, and the element of politics (Carpini & Keeter, 1996).  
Knowledge is important, because the more people are tied within information about politics 
and the more detailed this information is, the better they can involve in politics . Bonfadelli 
(2002) states that a lot of European citizens use daily papers and television to get information 
about the Europe in order to create an opinion about it. 
Moreover, when citizens have political knowledge they are more able to choose effective 
public figures (Carpini & Keeter, 1996). In short, political knowledge is important, because it 
will lead to understanding politics. Another point is that there is a difference between people 
that have low levels of political knowledge and high levels of political knowledge, when it 
comes to forming an opinion.  People with low levels of knowledge will be easier 
manipulated than people with high levels of knowledge.  Besides this, knowledge about rules 
and law of public and private institutions is really important for knowing your own rights  
(Vis & Van Schuur, 2009). In a study of Caldeira and Gibson (1995) it was showed that 
people can have low levels of knowledge about the European Court of Justice, but they still 
can have a strong opinion about it. Herein, this opinion is created not by a specific institution, 
but the whole European Union.  
After having explained what knowledge means and what political knowledge means, the 
focus on the type of political knowledge in this thesis can be explained. As stated before, in 
this study there will be looked at knowledge about European Union-law. However, since 
there is no specific theory about this concept the focus will be on political knowledge. The 
main purpose of this study is to look for the relation between knowledge about EU-law and 
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support for European integration.  Therefore, the focus will be on knowledge about rules, 
because this study focuses on a specific field of knowledge, namely about the European 
Union. Thus, the focus will be on subjective knowledge about rules. This means in how far or 
how much respondents think they know about rules concerning the European Union.   
3.5. Explaining effect of knowledge about European Union law  on support  
In this part of the thesis, theories about knowledge about European Union and its effect on 
support towards European integration will be explained. Different scholars such as Gabel 
(1998) and Inlgehart (1970/1987) have emphasized the insight that increasing knowledge 
about the EU is correlated to increasing support towards European integration (Gabel, 1998). 
Inglehart (1970) discusses the theory about cognitive mobilization and this means that 
citizens gain political knowledge through education. This is on the individual level. This is 
stated as a non-economic analysis on the support for European integration (Inglehart, 1970). 
The authors expects that higher levels of political skills, which is measured by the formal 
education will lead to more support for European integration (Ibid.). There are also critics on 
this kind of studies, wherein authors such as Gabel (1998) use limited control variables. 
Furthermore, Hooghe & Marks (2005) have found that knowledge and identity factors as 
loyalty predict support for European integration better than economic factors. This is in 
contrast to  the proof of Lindberg & Scheingold (1970), who stated that economic support 
predicts more than affective support. The author states that there are two predicting variables 
that explain support for European integration.  Herein, he makes a distinction between 
political values and political skills.  In the first theory, Ingelhart (1987) makes a division 
between post materialist and materialist value orientations.  This means that post materialists 
are searching for  satisfying their need for belonging and their need for  intellectual 
achievement.  This means that European integration is a cosmopolitan issue (Inglehart, 1987: 
p.87).  Ingelhart  (1987) also states that post materialists have a more positive attitude 
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towards European integration. Thus, support towards European integration is taken to be a 
post materialist goal (Anderson & Reichert, 1960). In contrast to this, materialists are more 
distressed about physical and economic security.  In the second  theory, Inglehart (1970) 
presents the theory about cognitive mobilization. The author defines this as the distribution of 
political skills to manage with an extensive political community (Inglehart, 1970: p.48).   
This means that a high level of political awareness is important to recognize an abstract 
institution as the European Union. Besides, it is also important for understanding media 
messages about the European  Union. This is essential  to make the EU more familiar instead 
of intimidating.  Another point is that the level of formal education is really important, 
because it increases the political skills. Inglehart (1987) expects that higher levels of political 
skills will lead to more support for European integration. However, this should be measured 
by the formal education.  
In short, post materialists are more about fulfilling higher intellectual needs and materialists 
are more about the economic aspects of the European Union. It can be stated that post 
materialists are more supportive for European integration,  because of the higher skills they 
have. Cognitive mobilization is also measured by the commonness of political discussions. 
This means that people that have more knowledge about the European Union are more in  
state of discussing about it (Ibid.).  
As mentioned before, Inglehart (1987) has indicated the relationship between cognitive skills 
of citizens and their support towards European integration. The author was the first one that 
considered this relationship.  High cognitive mobilization, typified by a well-developed skills 
in political communication and political awareness, allows citizens to recognize with a 
supranational political society, so to more support towards European integration (Inglehart, 
1987). Inglehart (1970/87) indicates that well-developed cognitive skills are necessary for 
understanding information about European integration.  This has to do with the fact that this 
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kind of information has a high level of abstraction. Thus, when a citizen’s cognitive 
mobilization increases, the more he or she will get known with European integration and will 
also get less threatened by the topic (Inglehart, 1987). The level of political skills are 
measured by the formal education. Another theory states that individuals with admission to 
broad communication and higher levels of education are in a better position to understand and 
receive these signals and are also better in evaluating them (Caldeira and Gibson, 1995). 
These individuals have a more world-wise perspective, are less endangered by the process of 
integration, and are more supportive towards EU integration (Caldeira and Gibson, 1995). 
Furthermore, less politically aware individuals have a harder time in understanding the world, 
because they focus on their locality and they do not understand and know about it 
(Kaltenthaler et al., 2004).  Another point is that, a research has shown the positive 
relationship between having political knowledge and delegating more powers to the European 
Union (Cerniglia & Pagani, 2011). This means that these respondents are in favor of a 
supranational European Union. Also Dixon (2010) has indicated that knowledge about the 
European Union and the political knowledge are one of the major factors that explain public 
support towards EU integration. Clark and Hellwig (2012) expect that an increase in 
information by citizens will lead to more support towards European integration. This has to 
do with the fact that citizens are more aware of the personal and national advantages of the 
European Union.  These individuals are also less conscious from Euroscepticism.  The 
authors define information effects as: “the bias in collective opinion owing to less than 
optimal levels of political knowledge”. (Clark & Hewig, 2012: p.539-540). To build further 
on this, Inglehart (1970) also shows that there is a positive relationship between information 
and support towards European integration.  However, the focus is not on information in 
general, but about political information. This is defined as: facts about a political system 
saved in someone´s memory and with this they can understand, identify, and interpret 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 43 
 
political affairs (Clark & Hewig, 2012).  An important point is that, to get a positive 
relationship between knowledge about EU and support for European integration, the political 
knowledge of one should be present for a longer period of time (Haverland, 2013).  The 
author showed with an experimental survey that respondents that did not get a higher support 
for European integration, when getting facts about the European Union at that moment. The 
knowledge about European Union must be derived from him/herself.  Sinnott (1997) also 
states that there is a positive relationship between knowledge and support, but the author 
states that this relationship is two-sided. This means that people who have a positive attitude 
about the European Union will enjoy getting more information about the EU, which will 
bring more positive attitudes (Ibid.).  Sanchez-Cuenca (2000) argues that political factors 
need to be taken into account in order to understand European integration fully. This has to 
do with the fact that European integration works through political channels, as European 
Union law and institutions. The author says that support for European integration increases 
with negative evaluation of national institutions and a positive evaluation of European 
institutions. This has to do with opportunity costs of transferring sovereignty (Sanchez-
Cuena, 2000).  
3.6 Research question and sub-questions  
As stated in the previous chapters, the research question that follows out of the theory is: ‘To 
what extent does the degree of knowledge of the Dutch civil servants about the EU-law effect 
their support towards EU-integration? ´  
In this study the research question is divided in sub-questions that also derive from theory. 
This is done to get a structured view of the outcomes of the interviews that follow in the 
qualitative part of this study. These sub-questions are also important for answering the main 
research question of this study in an appropriate way. A mixed method approach is done, 
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wherein the qualitative part is used to get a deeper understanding of the quantitative 
outcomes. Both the quantitative and qualitative part are important for answering the research 
question and the sub-questions.  
1. To what extent are the Dutch officials pro-Intergovernmentalist or pro-
Supranationalism?  
2. What is the influence of having knowledge about EU-law on support for European 
integration in the opinion of the officials and is this relationship positive or negative?  
3. What is the relationship of loyalty, education and occupation on support for 
European integration in the opinion of the officials? 
4. What other factors can explain support for European integration?  
3.7. Summary of hypotheses   
Summarizing this chapter it can be stated that different factors can explain support for 
European integration. The emphasis is on knowledge about EU-law, but other factors can 
also be of great importance. Thus, factors as loyalty, education, occupation, gender and age 
are also included in this study. It is stated that a higher degree of knowledge about the EU 
will lead to more support for European integration. This means that one will be Euro-
enthusiastic. Knowledge about EU-law is the key independent variable of this research and 
support for European integration is the dependent variable. Furthermore, other factors like 
utilitarian-, and affective support, education, occupation, loyalty, gender and age also 
influence this support. Explaining and understanding the relationship between knowledge 
about EU-law and support for European integration have an important role in this study. 
Different theories are found that explain the relationship, but also explain that other factors 
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can influence support for European integration.  The qualitative part of this study is meant to 
get a deeper understanding of the hypotheses that are tested. In the next section of this study, 
the operationalization of concepts will take place.  Below, the six hypotheses of this study 
will be described. These are formulated from the theoretical framework:  
H1: The higher the degree of knowledge about EU-law, the greater the likelihood of strong 
support for EU integration. 
In the theoretical framework of this study, it is explained that the more knowledge someone 
has about EU politics, the more their support for European integration will be (Gabel, 1998 & 
Inglehart, 1987).  Herein, well-developed political awareness and political communication is 
important. It is stated that high levels of political awareness is essential in recognizing an 
abstract institution as the EU.  Cerniglia & Pagani (2011) showed that there is also a positive 
relationship between having political knowledge and delegating more powers to the EU. This 
will lead to more pro-Supranationalism, wherein more powers are delegated to supranational 
institutions of the EU. Another point is that the more knowledge someone has about the EU, 
the more one will be aware of the political and national benefits of it. Dixon (2010) indicated 
that political knowledge is one of the major factors that explain public support towards 
European integration.   
In contrast to this, individuals who are less politically aware have a harder time 
understanding how the world works, because they only focus on their locality (Kaltenthaler et 
al., 2004).  This group will get easily threatened by the topic (Inglehart, 1987).  
H2: The higher the level of occupations of the Dutch officials, the greater the likelihood of 
strong support for EU integration.  
It is stated that higher levels of social status is an important indicator of support for European 
integration (Anderson & Reichert,  1996). The theory indicates that it is expected that citizens 
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with managerial and executive occupations will be more supportive towards European 
integration (Gabel, 1998).  Gabels and Palmer (1995) have predicted that citizen’s support for 
integration will be more positively related to her o his level of occupational skills and 
education. Herein, occupations mean the functions that the individuals have at their work.  As 
stated before, officials with managerial or executive functions will be more supportive 
towards European integration, because of its benefits (Gabel, 1998). This implies the chances 
these people have on the international labour-market (Ibid.).  
H3: The higher the degree of loyalty to EU-institutions, the greater the likelihood of strong 
support for EU integration.  
This hypothesis expects that the higher the degree of loyalty to EU-institutions is, the more 
supportive one will be towards European integration. The theory stated that European identity 
is really important, whereby support is largely determined by one’s set of relatively stable 
symbolic willingness (Inglehart, 1967).  Herein, national sovereignty, national identity, and 
cultures put a constrain on support for European integration (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004).  
Kaszas (2010) also stated that loyalty is really important shaping prospects about the EU.  
Herein, the multilevel governance approach is important, because this approach tries to 
entangle European and national governments. An important point herein is that Dutch civil 
servants are involved in different levels. This implies that Dutch civil servants are involved in 
as well Dutch governments ass in European government.  It is expected that people who work 
for European institutions will have greater loyalty towards those institutions.  Thus, officials 
that are proponents of multilevel governance will be more supportive towards European 
integration. This has to deal with their loyalty towards national and European governments 
(De Vries & Van Kersbergen, 2007).  
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H4: The higher the level of education of an official, the greater the likelihood of strong 
support for EU integration.  
This hypothesis implies that higher-educated officials will be more supportive towards 
European integration. People from higher educations will have more knowledge about 
political issues, which will lead to more support for European integration (Inglehart, 1987).  
In contrast to this, citizens with lower levels of education are easier threatened by media 
exposure and trade liberalization, which will lead to less support for European integration 
(Ibid).  herein, it is also stated that education is seen as one of the most important indicators 
of support for European integration (Risse, 2010).  
To build further on the notion of education, it is expected that higher educated people have 
less problems  with identifying different perspectives, visions and truths (Gabel, 1998). This 
implies that higher-educated people can see that different truths can exist, which is in contrast 
to low-educated people who have a hard time seeing different visions (Ibid.). Education is 
about the cognitive and social elements that one has in order to react on economic and 
political issues. Herein, high education as HBO and a university-degree are really important, 
because they can evaluate better the political and economic circumstances they are involved 
in (Gabel, 1998).  
H5: Men civil servants are more supportive towards European integration than female civil 
servants. 
This hypothesis states that men will have more support for European integration than women. 
This has to deal with the fact that women tend to see further European integration as a threat 
to the national welfare states (Nelsen et al,. 1999: p.10).  Nelsen et al,. (1999) have shown 
that women’s support for European integration is strongly influenced by their subjective and 
objective economic vulnerability. Women that are economically vulnerable tend to be 
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opposed towards European integration, because they feel threatened (Ibid.). Herein, women 
care more about the welfare state than men. The most important result the authors give is that 
economic uncertainty is the largest cause for women to show euro skeptical attitudes. 
H6: The older an official, the greater the likelihood of strong support for EU integration.   
It is stated that older generation might be more positive about European integration. Herein, it 
is expected that younger citizens did not experience the whole context wherein the foundation 
of the European Union happened after the war (Anderson & Reichert, 1996).  Nelsen et al,. 
(1999) state that this has to do with the fact that older men are still influenced by the 
aftermath of the World War Two.   
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Chapter 4. Research design 
In the following chapter, the research design of the study will be discussed. To answer the 
research question, both quantitative and qualitative research methods are used. The focus is 
on the quantitative research, which is completed by the qualitative approach.  These two 
methods both try to answer the question: ‘to what extent does the degree of knowledge of the 
Dutch officials about EU-law effect their support for European integration?’. First, the brief 
qualitative research approach of this study will be explained. Second,  the comprehensive 
quantitative research of this study will be discussed.  Qualitative research is conducted to try 
to get a more in-depth understanding of the topic. This has to do with the fact that 
quantitative research is mostly numerical and in order to get a richer meaning of the subject, 
qualitative research is also conducted (Babbie, 2012).  For the quantitative part, a survey was 
sent to Dutch officials in the Netherlands and for the qualitative part some interviews were 
held with officials that wanted to collaborate. Thus, in this case the both methods can be 
characterized as: mixed methods. There are different ways in which a mixed method research 
can be used (Creswell & Garrett, 2008).  In this study a profoundisation model is used. This 
is an explanatory design, wherein first quantitative research takes place followed by a 
qualitative research. An explanatory mixed method is used to get a deeper understanding of 
the quantitative results (Ibid.). The both components will be discussed separately. Maxwell 
(2012) states that a research design is important regarding the efficiency of the reliability and 
the validity of the study. Also the theoretical concepts from the theoretical framework are 
being operationalized. The chapter finishes with a discussion of the limitations of both 
quantitative and qualitative research, wherein the possible threats to reliability and validity of 
the results are explained.  
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4.1 Research section 1: Qualitative research  
For this part, semi-structured interviews were conducted and by conducting interviews 
qualitative richer data is collected (Babbie, 2012). In this study, there is also only one 
research object, namely the Dutch officials. By means of analyzing scientific literature that is 
relevant for the research question, the important theoretical concepts will be mapped. The 
choice for the Dutch officials in the Netherlands has to do with the fact that the big Capstone 
project focuses on the Europeanization of Dutch civil servants.  Firstly, the data collection 
method will be described. Secondly, the method of analysis will be included.  
4.1.1 Data collection 
Firstly, document analysis was chosen, since its advantages regarding gaining more in-depth 
information and understanding about the topic. This concerns background information about 
the Dutch officials and their support for European integration.  Hereafter, the most important 
concepts concerning the research question are mapped. This means that relevant literature 
and theories are analyzed that answer the question of this study.  It is important to know what 
the theory says about  European integration , support for European integration and knowledge 
about European Union law. Another important point is that it is also relevant to look for the 
factors that impact support for European integration.  All of these documents are found 
within books, articles and official sites.  This will lead to a clear view of the impact of 
knowledge of European Union law of the Dutch officials on support for European integration. 
Second, interviews are conducted to get more information in order to answer the research 
question.  These interviews are important, because they ensure important information that the 
quantitative part of the study does not provide.  This also counts for the documents.  The 
interview questions are launched from the operationalized concepts.  These interviews were 
also semi-structured. This implies that since there is more space for personal information, it 
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can be stated that each interview is shaped towards the respondents. Thus, questions could be 
removed or added. This is advisable with qualitative research, because it is about getting 
personal data. Besides this, it also creates a more flexible sphere with the respondent, wherein 
a possibility is created to get more information about a certain issue. This made it also 
possible for the respondents to investigate the concepts and topics they thought were 
significant. Semi-structured interviews are also the most used technique of doing interviews, 
when it comes to qualitative methods (Neuman, 2007).  The respondent that had participated 
in the survey were asked to note if they wanted to participate in a short interview that would 
be done later.  Each of the respondents had to answer three question concerning the research 
question of this study. In order to get an expansive variety of research data in this study, 
random sampling is used. This entails that categories are advanced . The respondents that 
have participated in the survey are divided in sub-categories, that is relevant for answering 
the research question (Ibid.).  The respondents are also divided in their support for European 
integration.  This means a division between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism is 
made.  After having divided the respondents in these categories, they were randomly selected  
for the interviews.  This criterion was important, because the study focuses on support for 
European integration.  Another important point is that these respondents are interviewed face-
to-face or by phone.  Even though the respondents are selected by random sampling,  a fair 
division of man and woman was also managed to get. This was not achieved, because out of 
the 8 respondents only 1 woman participated.  Thus, the qualitative part of the research can 
be characterized as explorative and descriptive (Babbie, 2012).  The goal of this part is to 
contribute to the results of the quantitative research.  Thus, to get a better understanding of 
the quantitative results.  The following interview questions were asked:  
1: What are your views on the European Union with regards to intergovernmentalism and 
supranationalism, do you prefer more or less EU and why? 
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2: Do you think that knowledge about the European Union (law) can influence your support 
for  more European integration?  (in terms of being Eurosceptic or euro-enthusiast)  
3: In your opinion, which factors  can contribute to support for more European integration? 
Such as loyalty towards European institutions, higher levels of education, or higher 
occupations? 
4.1.2 Data-analysis  
Babbie (2012) also points out that there are seven stages of conducting interviews.  In the 
first stage, the goal of the interview is investigated. In the second stage,  the lay out of the 
interview is important. This means the design of the interview and the questions.  Thirdly,  it 
is important to do the actual interview with the respondents. Herein, the recording of the 
interview is also important. Stage four is about the transcription of the interview. This means 
that the recorded data is turned into words on paper.  Afterwards, stage five is about 
analyzing the transcripts.  The sixth stage is about looking whether the interview are reliable 
and valid. And the last step is about discussing and reporting the results of the interview in 
the thesis (Babbie, 2012).  The interview was conducted digitally or face-to-face  with the 
Dutch officials and another important point is that the anonymity of the respondents is 
safeguarded.   
4.2 Research section 2: Quantitative research  
In the following part of the study, the quantitative research will be discussed.  This part is the 
most important part of this master thesis. Firstly, the data collection method will be 
discussed. Secondly, the method of analysis will be explained. Afterwards, the 
operationalization will take place and as last the limitations of the study will be discussed.  
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4.2.1 Data collection  
In order to answer the research question, the primary data set derives from a survey that has 
been conducted to 9109 Dutch officials in the Netherlands. The survey was directed towards 
men and women forming part of the Dutch officials. It was decided to conduct a written 
online questionnaire (survey) because the respondents are geographically found in different 
parts of this country. The survey consisted of 14 questions and was conducted among the 
Dutch civil servants between 12. November 2015- 2 December 2015 for the project ‘The 
Europeanization of Dutch officials’. The project aims to measure the Europeanization under 
Dutch civil servants. The survey was established by the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom 
Relations and the Leiden University and controlled by the Society for Consumer Research 
(GfK).  The survey was completed by 3529 Dutch civil servants and sent to 9109 Dutch 
officials in Europe, who work for the Rijk, the Judiciary, for the municipalities, for the 
provinces, Waterschappen, and research institutions. From the respondents that have 
participated in the survey, 39,9 % work at the Rijk. Furthermore, 3,5% works at the Judiciary, 
33% works for the municipalities, 9,2% works for the provinces, 7,5  % works for the 
Waterschappen, 3,6% works for the research institutions. The response rate of the survey is 
38,7 %.  Furthermore, the sample is drawn by the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom 
Relations and the Leiden University. An increase in the size of the sample will reduce the 
standard error. This means that there will be an increase in the likelihood of finding a 
significant relationship (Babbie, 2012). When a sample is too small, this will lead to not 
recognizing relationships. Therefore, it is important to get at least 100 respondents to conduct 
a good linear multiple regression analysis. This means that a dataset with 3529 respondents 
makes the sample reliable enough to do different statistical analysis methods. The 
questionnaire also explained the respondents the topic of the research and survey. It was also 
made clear that the questionnaire is confidential and that the data will not be provided to third 
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parties. In the first part of the survey, background questions were asked to get personal and 
demographic information. Examples of this are; activities, gender, and education. These are 
variables that will also be taken into account in the research. In the second part of the survey, 
the questions were about activities, opinions about the European Union, loyalty, and EU-
related functions. In the last part of the survey, the officials opinion about the questionnaire 
was asked.  In the theoretical part of the study, it was made clear that a positive relationship is 
found between knowledge about European Union and support towards European integration.  
There is still no research that focuses on the Dutch officials specifically. This dataset makes it 
possible to focus on the Dutch officials and also to make a distinguish between groups with 
different characteristics. This makes the dataset particularly suitable and  makes it also 
possible to test hypotheses.  As mentioned before, the needed data is primarily derived from 
the dataset of the project ‘Europeanization of Dutch civil servants’. An important point is that 
this dataset is not publicly available.  For the reliability, one can contact the researchers of the 
project to get explanation about the data.   
4.2.2 Method of analysis  
The statistical calculations will be done with the assistance of SPSS, which is a statistics 
software-program. In the first part of the analysis, a descriptive analysis will take place. 
Herein, the frequencies will also be included.  This statistical method will provide 
information about the meaning and a summary of the variables, that are included in the 
research.  Hereafter, a correlation analysis will be conducted to look how variables correlate 
to each other. The hypotheses of the study will be tested through a linear multiple regression 
analysis.  This method of analysis makes it possible to test the influence of one of more 
predictor variables on the dependent variable (Allison, 1999).  With the regression models it 
is decided to only include the standardized Beta-coefficients, because the unstandardized 
Beta-coefficients are not that much reliable (Ibid.). Thus, a multiple linear regression analysis 
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will be conducted, with support for EU-integration as the dependent variable, knowledge 
about EU-law as the key independent variable, loyalty, level of education, and occupation as 
the alternative variable and gender and age as the control variables.  
4.2.3 Operationalization of concepts 
In the following part, the operationalization of the dependent, independent, alternative and 
control variables will be discussed.  The dependent variable in this research is the support for 
EU-integration. The independent variable in this research is the degree of knowledge of the 
Dutch civil servants about the EU-law. The alternative and control variables that will be used 
in this research are gender, age, level of education, loyalty and occupations. All of the data 
derives from the dataset of the project ‘Europeanization of the Dutch civil servants’. In this 
research question, the unit of analysis will be the Dutch civil servants, because there will be 
generalizations made about this population. The unit of observation will be Dutch civil 
servants (on  national, regional, and local level) that have formed part of the survey in 2015, 
because they are the ones that are observed and about whom knowledge is systematically 
collected.  Below, the most important concepts will be operationalized. 
Dependent variable: Support for European integration  
In this research, the dependent variable that is included through the survey: support for 
European  integration. To measure support for European integration, the study uses  the 
question: Answer the following questions for each question by a number between 1 and 10 to 
give this spectrum, taking the EU as a whole, not only your own policy sector. Statements in 
rows : where do you think the EU will be in 10 years?.  They could answer this with 1) 
intergovernmental to 10) supranational. The other two question ‘What is the current position 
of the EU?’ and ‘Where do you expect the EU will be in 10 years ?’ are not taken into 
account, because these two questions do not measure the support for European integration in 
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a sense that it measures an opinion. What is the current position of the EU tries to measure 
the present situation of the European Union and where do you expect the EU will be in 10 
years tries to measure the wish of the Dutch official. This implies that the question ‘where do 
you think the EU will be in 10 years?’ measures the view of the Dutch officials by asking 
what they think about further EU-integration.  
The respondents could answer this question with 1=fully intergovernmental, 2=9=rank, and 
10=fully supranational. The value 99=no opinion is included in the data set as a missing 
value. Another point is that in the first place, the three questions 041 + 042 +043 would be 
summed up as one variable, but this was not reliable, because the Cronbach’s alpha is 0.375, 
which is lower than 0.7. However, SPPS has shown that support for European integration 
(042) as the dependent variable shows more significant outcomes than 041 + 043.  
The former stated question is also empirically related to support for European integration 
(Gabel, 1998). Gabel (1998) stated that membership questions as support for European 
integration can be related to support for unifying policies, which the author uses in his own 
study. Thus, the question about more or less Europe can be related to support for European 
integration. The aim is to know the representation of the vision of the officials about the 
European integration. This means whether they see the EU rather as intergovernmental or 
supranational to finally make judgements about their support for European integration.  
Key independent variable: Knowledge about EU-law 
In this research the independent variable that is included is ‘the knowledge about the EU-
law’.  The question used for this variable is: ´To what extent do you take into consideration 
with the following statements agree or disagree ,with you as the whole EU , not just your own 
policy?´ (A05). The statement used for this is:1. I have knowledge of the content of European 
legislation in my policy-field. This has been measured on the basis of a 5-likert scale (1= 
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fully disagree, 2= largely disagree, 3= neutral, 4= largely agree, 5=fully agree). It is expected 
that civil servants that have more knowledge about EU-law will be more euro-enthusiastic 
(Inglehart, 1970). Moreover, a positive effect of knowledge about European Union and 
support for European integration is expected (Clark & Helwig, 2012). This has to do with the 
point that knowledge and information about the EU is related to increase the awareness and 
understanding about the advantages of the European Union.  
Alternative & control variables: Education, occupations, loyalty, age and sex  
Based on different previous studies, this study includes a number of other variables that also 
have an effect on support for European integration.  First of all, education is included in the 
analysis in order to find a relationship between level of education and its effect on support for 
European integration.  It is stated that higher levels of education has a positive effect support 
for European integration (Anderson & Reichert, 1960).  Furthermore, the level of formal 
education is really important, because it increases political skills, which are important in the 
degree of support for European integration. Herein, it is important that higher levels of 
political skills are present (Inglehart, 1970).  This also applies for the occupational levels. It is 
stated that higher levels of occupation will lead to more support for European integration 
(Anderson & Reichert, 1960).  Gabels and Palmer (1995) have predicted that citizen’s 
support for integration will be more positively related to her or his level of occupational 
skills.  The concept of loyalty is also included in this study. This has to do with the loyalty 
towards European and national governments from Dutch officials (De Vries & Van 
Kersbergen, 2007).  Finally, in this study the control variables gender and age are included.  
In the next section, the operationalization of the concepts will be discussed.   
 
Level of education 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 58 
 
One’s educational level can be seen as an influencing factors regarding the support for 
European integration. Different scholars have found significant relationships (Gabels, 1998 & 
Hooghe & Marks, 2005).  This variable can be classified as a background characteristic, but it 
is an alternative variable. The question was: what is your highest completed level of 
education? The respondent´s education is measured by an interval level variable ranging from 
(1= basisonderwijs, 2=lager beroepsonderwijs, 3=MAVO,vmbo, 4= havo/vwo, 5= MBO, 
6=HBO, 7= Kandidaatsexamen 8= Universitaire opleiding: KIM 9= Universitaire opleiding: 
gepromoveerd). It is also expected that people having a university or HBO degree will be 
more supportive towards EU-integration (Nelsen and Guth, 2005).   This variable is classified 
in SPSS from low, middle to high levels of education. Low education is: basisonderwijs, 
lager beroepsonderwijs, MAVO, vmbo en MBO. Middle education is: HBO,  and havo, vwo.  
And high education is: kandidaatsexamen, universitaire opleiding KIM and PHD. High 
education is important to understand politics better and to not get deceived by negative media 
exposure, when it comes to political issues.  This distinction is therefore made on the basis of 
a frequency analysis in order to search for a fair distribution of the categories. Herein low 
show a percentage of 27,2%, middle shows a percentage of 39,5% and high 32.2  
Occupations  
The respondent’s occupations were also asked and measured by an interval scale. The 
question asked in the survey was: ‘which description fits your function the best?’. The 
respondents could pick out of the seven categories: 1) Administrative 2) Intern services 3) 
Policy preparations/ advice 4) Policy executive 5) enforcement 6) leadership 7) other.  It is 
expected that people that have higher levels of occupations will be more euro-enthusiastic 
(European Commission, 2006).  It is also expected that citizens with managerial and 
executive occupations will be more supportive towards European integration (Gabel, 1998).  
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 59 
 
Low levels of occupations are: administrative and intern services. Medium levels of 
occupation are: policy preparations and policy executive. And higher levels of occupations 
are: enforcement and leadership.  In this study administrative and intern services are taken 
together, because these two can be characterized as service workers. Policy preparation and 
policy executive can be characterized as policy sector and enforcement and leadership can be 
characterized as monitoring the work of others. In SPSS this variable is included as the 
former discussed.  
This distribution is made on the basis of a frequency analysis in order to search for a fair 
distribution of the categories. Herein, service workers show a percentage of 16,3%, executive 
shows a percentage of 39,3 percent and managerial shows a percentage of 27,5%. This 
distribution of the variable showed the most fair distribution of categories.  
Loyalty  
Inglehart (1967) stated that loyalty is very important, when it comes to support for European 
integration. This can be characterized as affective support and it is about the sympathy and 
generalized loyalty to the idea of European integration. Herein, it is an important point that 
Dutch civil servants do not only work for their own Dutch government, but are also entangled 
in European governments and tasks. When people feel loyal to the political-administrative 
system of the European Union and their national governments this will lead to more support 
for European integration (Risse, 2004). This has to do with the fact that this value of loyalty 
cannot be easily destroyed, because they are completely socialized to the idea of the 
European Union. This will lead to a European political identity (Ingelhart, 1967). Loyalty is 
measured by the question: when I am busy with EU-related activities I feel loyal to the whole 
political-administrative system of the European Union.  This is measured by a 5-point Likert 
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scale ranging from 1) not at all 2 ) to a limited extend 3) reasonable 4) in the high degree to 
5) in a very high degree.   
Gender  
The respondent´s gender is measured by asking (1= woman, 2=man).  This variable can also 
be classified by a control variable- background characteristics. It is expected that women will 
be less enthusiastic about the European Union related to men (Nelsen and Guth, 2000). Mau 
(2005) has shown that women are more negative about European integration than men, 
because they rather see a welfare state that remains in the hands of the national government. 
Thus, the expectation is that men are more positive (Mau, 2005). In SPSS this variable is 
added as ´gender´ and the measurement scale is nominal. This is constructed in SPSS as 
(1=man, and 2=woman). 
Age  
The respondent’s age is measured by asking their age. From the outcome of the survey it is 
clear that the age differ from 21 until 69 years old.  This is also a control variable- 
background characteristics.  Anderson (1996) expected that older people, who have 
experienced the foundation of the European Union after the war, will be more positive 
towards European integration than younger people (Anderson, 1996).  Age was added in the 
analysis, wherein a distinguish was made between 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-60, 61-69 years 
old. This implies that people older than 50 years old will be more supportive for European 
integration than people that are younger than 50 years old. This distribution is done to get 
more information about the relationship between age and support for European integration.  
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4.3 Reliability and validity   
In this section the limitations of the mixed method research will be discussed.  The 
complexity of support for European integration and knowledge about EU-law brings some 
threats to reliability and validity of this study.   
First of all, reliability implies that if a study is conducted in another time-frame, in the same 
way, one will get the same results. This means that if the outcome is the same every time, the 
measurement is reliable (Babbie, 2012).  Internal validity means that you measure what you 
intended to measure and external validity is about the generalization of the study (Ibid.). 
Neuman (2007) states that measurement validity has to do with how good the operational and 
conceptual definitions entangle with each other (Neuman, 2007: p.117).  In the case of the 
quantitative part of the research, it can be stated that the reliability is high, because the 
standard dataset can be used and it will provide the same outcomes every time.  Furthermore, 
this study provides a few variables that explain citizen’s support, but it lacks a number of 
other variables that can also explain the support.  It is important that in further research 
political party choices, cultural variables and more identity variables are included. 
Furthermore, for the quantitative part this study used the dataset that derives from the project 
‘Europeanization of the Dutch civil servants’. For that project 3529 respondents have 
participated in the survey and from the 12 connected respondents only 8 respondents have 
participated in the interviews. All of the respondents were Dutch civil servants working on 
national, provincial, and local level. Thus, in this study the effect of knowledge about EU-law 
of the Dutch official on their support for European integration. When it comes to external 
validity, it can be stated that the quantitative part can only be generalized to the Dutch 
officials.  Thus, the extent of generalizability of this study. It is difficult to generalize the 
results of this research to other situations.  This has to do with the fact that this research 
focuses on the Dutch officials and therefore it can only be generalized for the Netherlands. 
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Additionally, it can also not be generalized to the whole Dutch population.  This study has a 
limited external validity. Another point is that 3529 respondents participated in the survey 
and one needs 100 people to generalize outcomes of a survey. This study used  random 
sampling in selecting the respondents. This implies that there has been absolute arbitrariness 
in choosing the suitable candidates. Furthermore, this has consequences for the external 
validity, because this will be low. It is expected that the internal validity will be high, because 
concepts are well operationalized and define specifically what they are about. Another point 
is that when they had to answer their level of knowledge about EU-law, this has been 
completely subjective. It can be stated that if this survey will be conducted one year later it 
will lead to other outcomes, because knowledge about a certain issue can increase. 
For the quantitative part, there are some threats to validity. First of all, the information is 
obtained through a survey, but it is difficult to gain information about support for European 
integration and the degree of knowledge about EU-law. This has to do with the fact that this 
kind of information is subjective and sensitive and a survey does not provide in-depth 
information. Quantitative research makes it more difficult to interpret and explain the results 
in more depth. This is the reason qualitative research is also conducted.  Another point is, that 
the survey did not focus on party preferences and national identity of the Dutch officials.  
This kind of information is essential when it comes to explaining support for European 
integration. A lot of existing research focuses on these concepts. Another point is that the 
results of this survey are not available for the public. Also for the dependent variable a lot of 
information is lost, because no opinion/do not know was not important to include in the 
study.  Support for European integration also derives from public opinion and this can also 
change over time. This has to do with different factors that explain the support. It is stated 
that in times of crisis citizens support for European integration decreases and in times of 
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wealth it increases. Thus, support is also subjective and can change over time and if this 
research will be conducted in one year it will produce other outcomes.  
For the qualitative part, the reliability is not very high. This has to do with the fact that semi-
structured interviews are done and interviews are very subjective (Verschuren & 
Doorewaard, 2007). Through the semi-structured interviews, questions were asked about the 
support for European integration and about the level of knowledge about European-law of the 
Dutch officials. This has been done to get information to finally say something about the 
relationship between the knowledge about EU-law of the Dutch officials and their support for 
European integration. Furthermore, questions were asked during the interviews regarding 
other factors that can influence support for European integration. This implies factors that the 
respondents find important and explanation about factors as education, loyalty and 
occupation. For the qualitative part, the purpose was to get 12 to 15 respondents, that wanted 
to participate in the interviews. In the end, 8 interviews are done with Dutch officials. 
Recruiting respondent has been done in cooperation with other students, that also were 
working on the project.  The respondents that wanted to participate have been interviewed in 
couples or individually. The result was that 8 respondents were interviewed and they were 
divided in the group. It was really hard to recruit these respondents, because they answered 
late on the requests or did not want to cooperate. In terms of time-management, this has 
caused several problems for this study. First of all, it was not feasible to finish this study on 
time. Secondly, the respondents were located far from The Hague, which made it harder to 
reach them. Thirdly, some respondents were only able to cooperate much later than the week 
between 16 and 21 May. Fourthly, the study and interviews were done in cooperation with 
the other members of the group. This means that everyone had to rely on each other and this 
has caused some problems. This implies the miscommunication between members, because 
everything was discussed in a group-chat on Whats-app. Some respondents wanted to do the 
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interviews by Skype or telephone and this has caused some problems in terms of bad signal, 
noise, incomprehensibility and not being able to create a bond of trust. This has to do with the 
fact that the respondent and interviewer could not see each other.  Moreover, some interviews 
that were recorded by one member had been transcribed by another member, who was not 
there at the moment of the interview and did not know the context. This has also caused some 
problems in terms of bad sound and not understanding what the respondent means.  
Another barrier in the interviews was the language, because the respondents were Dutch 
officials and sometimes their English was not sufficient. Some of the respondents indicated 
that they wanted to do the interview in English, but when the interview started it was clear 
that their English was not good enough to answer the questions properly. This implies that 
some interviews were done in Dutch and had to be transcribed and translated for the other 
group members, who are non-Dutch.  This has caused some problems, because some things 
were not easy to translate from Dutch to English. An example of this is the Dutch proverbs 
the respondents used in the interview. In the drafted interview all questions from the group 
members were put together. This has led to problems in terms of not understanding what a 
colleague meant by his or her questions, because members were not fully involved in each 
other’s study. Moreover, this implies that it was hard to understand what the questions meant 
and also hard to bring this over to the respondent.  
The outcomes of the qualitative part cannot be generalized to the whole target audience. This 
has to do with the fact that the outcomes of this part is meant to give more insight in the 
group.  The goal of this study was to get a proper view of this group, about their knowledge 
about EU-law and their support for European integration.  However, triangulation  is used to 
get a diversity in the sources used in this study. This has been done to get an integral view of 
the issue. Verschuren en Doorewaard (2007) state this as source-triangulation. This has to do 
with the fact that additional documents are analyzed and interviews are done. Furthermore, 
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the accuracy of the research is also important. This can be safeguarded by meeting the 
interview instructions regarding structured questions. Questions are not asked in a general 
sense, but space is left for the respondents to interpreted.  Also, the questions cannot be 
suggestive and may not influence the opinion of the respondent.  Furthermore, here it is also 
important to keep the intern validity high, by coupling the operationalized concepts to the 
question asked in the interview.  There is a certain degree of insecurity about the research, 
because if this research will be conducted again in one year it will lead to other outcomes. 
Herein,  the findings of the interviews can also not be generalized for the whole population or 
other countries.  
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Chapter 5. Results quantitative part 
In this section of the study the quantitative data analysis of the research will be done. The 
research question is: ‘‘to what extent does the degree of knowledge of the Dutch officials 
about the EU-law effect their support towards EU-integration?’’ It is essential to test the 
relationships between the independent variable ‘knowledge about EU-law’ and the dependent 
variable ‘support for European integration’. This needs to be done in order to reject or 
confirm the first hypothesis: ‘The higher the degree of knowledge about EU-law, the greater 
the likelihood of strong support for EU integration.’.  These two variables are conceptualized 
in the previous chapter.  The variables are included into SPSS to do the quantitative analysis. 
With the use of SPSS, a bivariate and a multiple linear regressions will be conducted, because 
this is a usual approach when it comes to literature about support for European integration.  
Firstly, the following chapter introduces the descriptive statistics of the dependent variable 
and the other predictor variables, namely knowledge about EU-law, gender, age, education, 
loyalty, and occupation.  Afterwards, a multiple regression analysis will follow to look for 
significant relationships between variables. In this study the confidence level of 95% is 
conducted. This means that in order to get a statistically significant result the p-value must be 
lower than 0.05.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 67 
 
5.1 Descriptive statistics 
Table 1. 
Descriptive 
statistics  
N Min. Max Mean Std. Dev 
Support EU 2979 1 10 5.52 2.547 
Knowledge  956 1 5 3,62 0,920 
Age 
 21-30: 1,5% 
 31-40: 10,9% 
 41-50: 27,4% 
 51-60: 47,8% 
 61-69: 11,9% 
3529 21 69 51,21 8,384 
Education  3529 1 10 6.26 1,529 
Loyalty 786 1 5 2,52 1,140 
Occupation  3529 1 7 4,29 1,824 
Gender 3529 0 1 0,29 0,456  
 
Support for European integration shows that 39,9% of the respondents are in favor of 
intergovernmentalism . Furthermore, it shows that 44,4% of the respondents are in favor of 
supranationalism.  The mean of this variable is 5.52. The percentage of knowledge about EU-
law varies from totally disagree (0,9%), mostly disagree (2,3%), neither disagree nor agree 
(6,2%), largely agree (14,3%), to fully agree (3,3%).  This means that biggest group of 14,3% 
of the respondents largely agree about the knowledge they have about EU-law. The smallest 
group is 0,9%. This variable has a mean of 3,62. In this study, age  is distributed in different 
categories. 1,5% of the respondents were between 21 and 30 years old, 10,9% were between 
31-40 years old, 27,4% were between 41 and 50 years old, 47,8% were between 51-60 years 
old and 11,9% were between 61 and 69 years old . The mean of this variable is 51,21.  The 
level of education of the respondents is also included in this study.  The respondents with the 
lower levels of education represent: basisonderwijs (0,1%), lager beroepsonderwijs (1,1%), 
mavo (3,2%), and mbo (17%). The respondents that have a middle level of education shows a 
percentage of: havo/vwo (5,8%) and hbo (39,5%). The officials who have a higher level of 
education have a percentage of: kandidaatsexamen (1,7%), universitaire opleiding:kim 
(27%), and PhD (3,6%). Respondents who chose for other is 0,5% and this variable has a 
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mean of 6,26 .  This means that most of the respondents have a HBO-degree, which is 
compared to the smallest group who have a basisonderwijs-degree. The loyalty of the 
officials towards the whole EU-system is also included. The percentage of loyalty varies from 
not at all (5,1%), to a limited extent (6%), reasonable (6,3), in the high degree (3,9%), and in 
very high degree (0,9%). This means that the largest group of the respondents (6,3%) state 
that they have a reasonable degree of loyalty towards the whole EU-system. The mean of this 
variable is 2,25. The occupation of the officials are also included.  The percentages are: 
administrative (7%), internal services (9,3), policy preparations (22,5%), policy 
implementation (17%), monitoring (13,8%), leadership (13,9%) and other (16,5%). This 
means that most of the officials are participating in policy preparations and policy 
implementation. In this survey 70,2% of the respondents were men and 29,3% were women. 
The mean of this variable is 0,29.  This implies that more men than women participated in 
this survey.  
In the following figures a p-plot and a histogram of the dependent variable will be given, 
namely support for European integration. What follows out of the p-plot of the dependent 
variable is that the circles are almost near to the line. This means that the data comes from a 
normal distribution.  This suggests that the data is good enough.  The histogram shows that 
some of the highest values are in the middle and this declines quite gradually toward the 
extremes. This also shows a normal distribution.  This is essential to know in order to do a 
sufficient linear regression analysis.  
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The following step is to do a correlation analysis in order to check how variables correlate. 
This is important to know for the linear regression analysis, because it is essential to know if 
there are relations between variables.  A linear regression analysis is conducted in order to 
check whether effects are significant. All the considered variables of this study are included 
in the correlation analysis. The emphasis will be on the Pearson correlation to check for the 
bivariate relationships between variables.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 70 
 
 
5.2 Correlation analysis 
 
In this model the dependent variable is support for European integration (where do you think 
the EU be in 10 years?). The results of the correlation between variables are presented in 
table 2.  What follows out of the table is that support for European integration is positively 
correlated to all of the variables. The table shows that some variables are stronger correlated 
                                                                  Table 2: Correlations 
 
 
 
 
 
 Support Gender  Education  Occupation  Age Knowledge Loyalty 
Support for 
EU 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 0.034 0.158** 0.072* 0.054** 0.098** 0.412** 
 Sig.(2-
tailed) 
 0.064 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.004 0.000 
N 2979 2979 2963 2514 2978 853 711 
Gender Pearson 
Correlation 
0.034 1 -0.074** 0.160** 0.129** -0.013 0.036 
Sig.(2-
tailed)  
0.064  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.691 0.321 
N 2979 3529 3510 2948 3528 956 786 
Education Pearson 
Correlation 
0.158** -.074** 1 0.208** -.093** 0.155** 0.169** 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 
0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
N 2963 3510 3510 2933 3509 951 782 
Occupation Pearson 
Correlation 
0.072** 0.160** 0.208** 1 0.003 0.113** 0.066 
Sig.(2-
tailed)  
0.000 0.000 0.000  0.869 0.001 0.086 
N 2514 2948 2933 2948 2947 811 671 
Age Pearson 
Correlation 
0.054** 0.129** -0.093** 0.003 1 0.029 0.123** 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 
0.003 0.000 0.000 0.869  0.366 0.001 
N 2978 3528 3509 2947 3528 956 786 
Knowledge Pearson 
Correlation 
0.098** -0.013 0.155** 0.113** 0.029 1 0.196** 
Sig.(2-
tailed)  
0.004 0.691 0.000 0.001 0.366  0.000 
N 854 956 951 811 956 956 786 
Loyalty Pearson 
Correlation 
0.412** 0.036 0.169** 0.066 0.123** 0.196** 1 
Sig.(2-
tailed) 
0.000 0.312 0.000 0.086 0.001 0.000  
N 711 786 782 671 786 786 786 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
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than others. The correlation between support for European integration and gender is (0,034), 
education (0,158), occupation (0,072), age (0,054), knowledge about EU-law (0,098) and 
loyalty towards EU-institutions (0,412). This implies that loyalty, education and knowledge 
about EU-law show the strongest positive correlations. This is not surprising, because this is 
expected. Gender, age and occupation are weak positively correlated to support for European 
integration. Although, there are positive correlations the weak association between support 
for European integration and occupation, age and gender is not expected. These positive 
correlations mean that when loyalty, education, knowledge about EU-law, age and 
occupation increase, the support for European integration will also increase. The regression 
analysis models will show the significance and direction of the causalities of the variables 
that are showed above. In the next section, a linear regression will be conducted with support 
for European integration as the dependent variable and the explanatory variables. This is done 
to check the effects of the explanatory variables on the support for European integration.   
5.3 Multiple linear regression analysis  
In this section of the study, the hypotheses will be addresses one-by-one. This will be done in 
the linear regression model, wherein in the first model a bivariate linear regression will be 
conducted. Afterwards, in model 2 the other explanatory variables will be conducted and in 
the third and last model the control variables will be included. This model is used in this 
study to analyze the increase in explained variance when other factors are included in the 
models.   
Model 1 of the linear regression analysis is a bivariate regression with the dependent variable 
‘Support for European integration’ and the explanatory variable ‘Knowledge about EU-law’.  
Thus, the effect of knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration is tested. In 
this model the other explanatory variables are left out. This model serves as an indicator to 
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look whether there are changes in the effect of the dependent and independent variable when 
other variables are included. The expectation that higher levels of knowledge about EU-law 
will result in more support for European integration is supported by the results.  This flows 
out of the results (Beta=0.105, t=2.590, p-value=0.010), which means that there is a positive 
and significant effect of the key independent variable on the dependent variable.  This model 
also explain 1.1% of the variance in support for European integration.  The Beta-coefficient is 
also positive and this means that H1 is confirmed in this analysis.  It is suggested that 1 unit 
increase in the level of knowledge about EU-law will lead to 0.105 point increase in the 
support for European integration.  This finding is in line with the assumptions of different 
scholars as Inglehart (1987), Clark & Hellwig (2012) and Cerniglia & Pagani, 2011. Different 
scholars as Inglehart (1987) and Clark & Hellwig (2012) have shown that knowledge about 
politics is positively related to support for European integration. Furthermore, a multivariate 
regression will be run to control for effect of the other predictor variables that derive from 
theory.  The model shows the standardized coefficients of the model with the Beta, t, p-value, 
the N, and the R-square.  
Model 2 is a multiple regression analysis with the dependent variable ‘Support for European 
Integration’ and the key independent variable ‘knowledge about EU-law’. Herein,  other 
explanatory variables are included such as occupation, loyalty and education.  Occupation 
and education derive from the utilitarian support (socio-economic). Loyalty derives from the 
affective support. It is expected that the utilitarian elements have a bigger effect on support 
for European integration than affective elements (Lindberg & Scheingold, 1970).  Model 2 
shows that there is still a positive, but an insignificant relationship between the dependent and 
key independent variable. The model shows that the significance level got less, when 
occupation, education and loyalty are added in the model (Beta=0.006, t=0.164, p-value= 
0.870).  This model explains about 18,7% variance in the support for European integration.  
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The Beta-coefficient is still positive, but decreased compared to model 1. This suggest that an 
increase in the knowledge about EU-law will lead to 0.099 point less support for European 
integration. However, the occupation, loyalty and education indicators need to be held 
constant. Occupation shows (0.067, t=1.801, p-value= 0.072), which means that there is a 
positive and insignificant effect of occupation on support for European integration. This 
means that this is surprising and that a positive effect of occupation on support for European 
integration is not expected in this study.  This is not in line with theories of Gabels (2003) & 
Inglehart (1987), who state that people from managerial/executive occupations will be more 
supportive for European integration. This means that also the assumption of Anderson & 
Reichert (1996) is rejected. This implies that H2 is not confirmed. There is no positive effect 
of having higher levels of occupations on support for European integration. Loyalty towards 
European institutions shows (Beta=0.384, t=10,101, p-value= 0.000). This means that there is 
a positive and significant effect, which is in line with the theory. This is in line with H3, 
wherein it was expected that higher levels of loyalty towards European institutions will lead 
to more support for European integration (Kazsaz, 2010).  In contrast to this, education shows 
(Beta=0.116, t=3.081, p-value= 0.002).  This means that model 2 shows a positive and 
significant effect of education on support for European integration. This implies that the P-
value is smaller than 0.05 and that this means that there is a positive significant relationship.  
Inglehart (1970) has stated that well-developed cognitive and political skills are important for 
understanding information about European integration, but herein the formal education is 
important. Anderson & Reichert (1996) state that there is a positive relationships between 
higher levels of education and support for European integration.  This means that H4 is 
confirmed.  In short, the significance between the key independent and dependent variable 
from model 1 is not reflected in model 2, when occupation, loyalty and education are 
included. This means that these three explanatory variables disturb the relationship between 
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knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration2. Herein, occupation has an 
insignificant effect and education and loyalty a significant effect.  
The results of model 2 show that there is still a positive, but no significant effect of 
knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration, when the other predictor 
variables are included. The significance level increased in model 2 from p = 0,398 to 0,643, 
which shows that the three predictor variables have a big effect on the relation.  Loyalty for 
European institutions has a positive and significant effect on support for European 
integration, which means that only H3 & H4 are confirmed. Occupation and knowledge about 
EU-law show a non-significant effect on the dependent variable in model 2. This is not in line 
with the theory, which expected that the socio-economic elements would have a higher effect 
on the support for European integration than the affective support. The statement of Lindberg 
& Scheingold (1970) is rejected.  
Model 3 is also a multiple linear regression with the same key independent and dependent 
variable as in models 1 and model 2.  Thus, the dependent variable is support for European 
integration and knowledge about EU-law is still the key explanatory variable. The 
explanatory variables in this model are loyalty, education, occupation, gender and age.  
Model 3 explains about 19,1% of the variance in support for European integration, which is 
higher than the R-square from the first analysis (R-square=2,6%). This means that analysis 
two shows the best models. This model inspects the effect of knowledge about EU-law on 
support for European integration when the socio-economic, affective and background 
characteristic variables are taken into account.  In this model the significance level of the 
relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration became 
less, when age and gender are added (Beta= 0.005, t=0.145, p-value=0.885). Thus, there is a 
positive, but insignificant effect of knowledge about EU-law on support for EU-integration.  
This means that the Beta-coefficient stayed the same as in model 2, but the significance level 
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got less. Occupation shows (Beta=0.058, t=1.555, p-value=0.120), which means that there is 
still a positive, but an insignificant effect. This result was also the same in model 2, but the 
Beta-coefficient and T decreased when adding age and gender in the model.  This variable 
has a positive direction, but is not significant.  Loyalty still shows a positive and significant 
effect, when age and gender are added in the model (Beta=0.384, t=10.028, p-value= 0.000).  
Education shows (Beta=0.122, t=3.216, p-value=0.001), which means that there is still a 
positive and significant effect when all the other variables are held constant. This is in line 
with model 2, but the Beta-coefficient and T increased when adding gender and age in the 
model.  In this model age shows (Beta= -.001, t= -.039, p-value=0.969), which means that 
there is a negative and insignificant effect. It could be stated that there is no effect of age on 
support for European integration.  It was assumed that older people would be more 
supportive towards European integration, but this result shows that H5 is rejected.  Thus, this 
contradicts Anderson (1996), who expected that older people, who have experienced the 
foundation of the European Union after the war, would be more positive towards European 
integration than younger people.   As last, gender shows that there is a positive and 
insignificant effect (Beta=0.060, t=1.563, p-value=0.119.  This means that H6 cannot be 
confirmed. Mau (2005) and Nelsen & Guth (2000) had stated that women will be less 
enthusiastic about the European Union related to men. The results show that men are more 
supportive towards European integration than women. However, this analysis does not 
explain a significant effect.  
This study focuses on the relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for 
European integration and assumed that there is a positive relationship between the two 
variables. This analysis shows that there only is a significant relationship of knowledge about 
EU-law on support for European integration in the first model. In the second model, there are 
significant relationships of loyalty and education on the dependent variable. And the third 
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model showed that loyalty and education still have significant relationships when age and 
gender are added, but gender shows a positive and insignificant effect and age shows a 
negative and insignificant effect. 
Table 3: 
Linear 
regression  
      
DV: support  
for Eu int 
Model 1  Model 2  Model 3   
Independent 
variables 
Beta t Beta t Beta T 
Knowledge 
about EU-
law 
 
 
Occupation 
 
 
Loyalty 
 
 
Education 
 
 
Age 
 
 
Gender 
 
 
 
N 
R-square 
0.105 
(0.010) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
606 
0.011 
2.590 0.006 
(0.870) 
 
 
 
0.067 
(0.072) 
 
.384 (0.000) 
 
 
.116 (0.002) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
606 
0.187 
0.164 
 
 
 
 
1.801 
 
 
10.101 
 
 
3.081 
0.005 
(0.885) 
 
 
 
0.058 
(0.120) 
 
.384  
(0.000) 
 
0.122  
(0.001) 
 
-.001 
 (0.969) 
 
0.060 
(0.119) 
 
 
606 
0.191 
.145 
 
 
 
 
1.555 
 
 
10.028 
 
 
3.216 
 
 
-.039 
 
 
1.563 
*confidence level of 95% = p < 0.05, significance in parentheses 
5.4 Conclusion  
In this part the research question ‘To what extent does the degree of knowledge of the Dutch 
civil servants about the EU-law affect their support towards EU-integration?’ will be 
answered. Furthermore, the two sub-questions ‘What is the influence of having knowledge 
about EU-law on support for European integration in the opinion of the officials and is this 
relationship positive or negative? ‘ and ‘What is the relationship of loyalty, education and 
occupation on support for European integration in the opinion of the officials?’ are also tried 
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to answer.  The analysis of the data shows that in the first model there is a significant effect 
of knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration, but in the other two models 
there is no significant effect of knowledge about EU-law on the support for European 
integration. This is surprising, because a lot of theories and empirical research has shown that 
there is a relationship between the two variables.  The significance level of the relationship 
between the two variables becomes lower with the  models.  Loyalty towards European 
institutions has a significant effect on the dependent variable in both model 2 and model 3, 
which is in line with the theory. Furthermore, education shows a significant effect on the 
dependent variable when all the other variables are held constant. This is in line with the 
theory.  Inglehart (1987) has introduced the cognitive mobilization theory, which assumed 
that the more one knows about the European Union, the more positive one will be towards it. 
Between this relationship the level of education is very important (Inglehart, 1987).  
Occupation shows a positive, but an insignificant effect in both model 2 and 3. This means 
that there is no relationship between the level of occupation and support for European 
integration.  A noticeable result is that there is no significant and positive relationship 
between knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration when age is 
introduced. Age shows a negative and insignificant effect in both models, which is not in line 
with the theory.  This also counts for gender. This is not in line with the presented theories in 
this study, which assume that age and gender have a significant effect on support for 
European integration. This implies that older people and especially men will be more 
supportive towards EU-integration (Mau, 2005 and Nelsen & Guth, 2000). 
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Chapter 6. A deeper understanding of the quantitative results  
Chapter 5 showed that the relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for 
European integration is significant when a bivariate linear regression is conducted. 
Furthermore, it also showed that the relationship cannot be explained when the other 
explanatory variables are included. This chapter is in addition of the quantitative part, which 
means that it will provide a deeper understanding between the predictors and dependent 
variable. This implies that the results of the interviews with the respondents will be discussed.  
First, the composition of the respondents will be discussed. Second, the results of the 
interviews will be discussed.  Finally, a conclusion will follow.  
6.1 The respondents  
As mentioned before, 8  respondents have participated in the interviews. The respondents that 
participated in the qualitative part indicated, in the survey that was conducted, that they were 
willing to participate in the interviews. All of the 8 respondents were Dutch officials, because 
this study focuses on that group. These 8 respondents were all located somewhere else in the 
Netherlands. It differs from Rotterdam, The Hague to Groningen. The table provides an 
individual description of the Dutch officials.  This study cares a lot about the anonymity of 
the respondents and to safeguard this the names of the respondents are not included in the 
table. The table shows: the gender, the age, the place, and the organization where the 
respondent works for.  
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Table 4.  Gender  Age Place Organization  
1 Male 56 Groningen DUO 
2  Male 59 Den-Haag Ministry of 
Infrastructure 
and 
Environment 
3  Male 57 South-Holland Province of 
South-Holland 
4  Male 61 Den-Haag Ministry 
Social Issues 
and 
Employment 
5  Male 41 Rotterdam Tax-Authority 
6  Male 59 Den-
Haag/Venezuela 
Ministry of 
Foreign 
Affairs 
7  Female 39 Den-Haag Ministry of 
Social Issues 
and 
Employment 
8  Male 
 
55 Den Haag Ministry of 
Economic 
Affairs 
 
6.2 Results 
In this part of the thesis, the results of the eight interviews with the respondents will be 
discussed.  As indicated before, the most important concepts that were discussed during the 
interviews were support for European integration, knowledge about EU-law, and other 
factors that can explain support for European integration.  In the theoretical framework of this 
study a distinction is made between different forms of European integration. This study 
focuses on the intergovernmental and supranational approach.  This is in terms of being Euro-
enthusiast or being Euro-skeptical. This means that Dutch officials that had chosen for 
intergovernmentalism prefer a smaller European Union, wherein the focus is on the economic 
cooperation, which means that they are soft Euro-skeptical. The officials that had chosen for 
supranationalism prefer a larger European Union and agree that it should enlarge. The focus 
of this study is on the relationship of having knowledge about EU-law and its effect on the 
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support for European integration of the Dutch officials.  Other factors as loyalty, education 
and occupation are also included in this study to get a clearer view of factors that can explain 
support for European integration.   
After conducting the interviews it can be stated that Dutch officials agree that some of these 
factors largely impact their support for European integration. Moreover, the eight respondents 
have indicated that other factors can also explain their support.  Inglehart (1987) already 
indicated that factors as knowledge and education are really important factors that influence 
support for the EU-project.  This means that people that have more knowledge about EU-
politics and have higher educational degrees will be more Euro-enthusiastic.  In the following 
paragraphs the preferences of the Dutch officials will be discussed, in terms of an 
intergovernmental or supranational European Union. Furthermore, factors that can influence 
support for European integration are also included and explains. Herein, the most important 
explanatory variable is ‘knowledge about EU-law’.   
6.2.1 Intergovernmentalism versus supranationalism (Support for EU-
integration) 
In the interview a question was asked to the respondents regarding preferring an 
intergovernmental Europe or a supranational Europe.  The outcomes showed different 
answers given by the eight respondents.   The respondents agreed about one point and that is 
that the economic collaboration of Europe is good, but it should not interfere in issues like the 
color of a tomato of the length of a cucumber.  Therefore, first of all this paragraph tries to 
answer the first sub-question: ‘To what extent are the Dutch officials pro-
Intergovernmentalism or pro-Supranationalism?’.   
Starting off with support for European integration, in terms of an intergovernmental or 
supranational European Union, it can be stated that all of the eight respondents have different 
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views on the European Union. Intergovernmentalism is defined as a theory that assumes that 
the role of national governments is safeguarded (Moravscik, 1993). Herein, national 
governments will have deliberations on intergovernmental level. This also implies that each 
national government has the same amount of influence and the EC cannot influence this 
power. Thus, the power position is in the hand of the national governments, wherein 
economic interests has the most important role (Hooghe & Marks, 2001). The choice for 
intergovernmentalism can be linked to soft Euroscepticism. This means that the officials that 
had chosen for an intergovernmental European Union, wherein the focus should be on the 
economic aspects, namely the Single Market (Hooghe & Marks, 2007).  An example of a 
quote from participant number 1: ‘On the one hand I think that economic collaboration is 
really good. I think that the economic side of the European Union one of the best is… the 
economically best profitable blocks of the world…. I think that the European Union should 
put more energy in things that matter. And not in stupid rules about the length of cucumbers 
or the colour of a tomato’.  
Respondent 2 also gave the same kind of answer: ‘ the principle should be that you need 
Europe when it comes to uhmm matters you cannot deal with on the national level. That is 
important and uhh Europe should not take over all kind of subjects where member states on 
national or low levels can take their own decisions on a sufficient way.’  
Respondent 4 : "do we need to have more or less", because they do other things that what we 
want to have them during.. Do I make myself (clear)? 
This implies that respondents agree that the European Union should be big on important 
issues as economic issues, migration issues and health issues and little on issues that can be 
solved domestically.  Thus, these respondents value their own sovereignty and national 
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interests.  These Eurosceptics prefer that certain topics are discussed on national level and 
other topics on European level (Spanje & Vreese, 2011).  
In contrast to this, there were also respondents that preferred supranationalism.  In this study 
supranationalism was linked to Euro-enthusiasm, which means that the supporters of this 
attitude state that European integration must be greater (Kopecky & Mudde, 2002). They 
believe that this will be in favor of the European states, because the European Union is the 
only one that can solve issues (Ibid.).  These supporters also do not mind transferring more 
power to supranational institutions (Szcerbiak & Taggart, 2002).   
Respondent 7 confirmed this by stating: ‘I think I am the Federalist. I have seen great 
advantage in joining forces in a world in which your group is getting less and less important 
and especially smaller countries have not much to say.’ Thus, supporters with a pro-Europe 
attitude see more advantages in more European integration.  
Respondent 5 states that: ‘you are not immune/cannot avoid it’, when it comes to delegating 
more powers to the European Union. The same respondent also said: ‘Yes, in my personal 
opinion, I am pro Europe. We experienced a lot of emotions anti-Europe, especially in this 
time, the PVV is good in, and already know the Brexit…I think that Europe does many things 
well but there are many points for improvements that I certainly will not deny?’.  
Respondent 3 states that: ‘I think that Europe should be more and then we have to think about 
businesses as human rights, so on uhhh working area’  
Respondent 3 also stated that more European Union is good, but it should bring equalization 
with it. This means that the respondents says that if we want one European Union, we should 
function as one European Union and we should agree about the same arrangements. ‘for 
example that in one country people pay more taxes than in other countries and that in some 
countries people have more social services than in other countries… this needs to be 
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anthropomorphized again… the same rules should be implemented everywhere, or else 
people will leave their country and will go somewhere else because the benefits are higher.’ 
He also stated: ‘Equalization should be created. In that area, on the important areas they 
should arrange that. And what also should be arranged is the nonsense that you see that 
Belgium is going to raise taxes for cars and freights. Yes, if we want one European Union we 
should be able to travel as one European Union’ 
In contrast to the above, the same respondent also said that: ‘they should stay away from the 
kind of cheese we have here or in France. This kind of things you arrange in your own 
country. Stuff that play in your country only you should stay and be fixed by that country.’ 
What follows out of the above is that opinions about the European Union are divided. This 
implies that the half of the respondents agree that the European Union should only focus on 
important things as economic – and migration issues and should stay away from issues that 
should only bother on national level.  And on the other hand there are supporters of more 
European Union. This group sees a lot of advantages in being one European Union and states 
that equalization is an important point herein.  
Another noticeable point is that during the interviews there was no clear and direct answers 
given regarding the official’s position towards European integration. Even after asking it a 
several times, there was no clear and in-depth answer. This made it harder to gauge which 
way the respondents were going towards  
6.2.2 Knowledge about EU-law and its effect on support for EU-integration  
Knowledge about EU-law is a concept that influences the support for European integration. 
What this support for European integration means is explained in previous paragraphs. In the 
interviews a question was asked regarding these two concepts: ‘Do you think that knowledge 
about the European Union (law) can influence your support for  more European integration?  
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 84 
 
(in terms of being Eurosceptic or euro-enthusiast)’. This is done to get a deeper 
understanding of the quantitative data. This means that is attempted to get more information 
about the relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for European 
integration. The quantitative part showed that there is a positive significant relationship 
between the two concepts when a bivariate linear regression is conducted.  However, after 
conducting all eight interviews also a new relationship is found, namely a negative effect of 
knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration. Herein, respondents have 
indicated that other factors were of more impact than knowledge. This will be discussed in 
the following paragraphs. Several participants have indicated that they do not think that 
knowledge about EU-law effects their support for European integration, namely four out of 
the eight respondents.  Thus, this part tries to answer the second sub-question: ‘What is the 
influence of having knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration in the 
opinion of the officials and is this relationship positive or negative?’  
Participant number 1 for instance stated the following: ‘Uh, but I do not think that my 
knowledge about the EU determines whether I want more or less EU.’  During the interview 
with another participant, namely number 3 implied that: ‘Well no, I do not think so.. I know a 
lot about the EU, because I read about it etcetera, but that also makes it that I know where 
the faults are.’ He stated that when one knows more about an issue, one also knows more 
about the faults and this would not lead to more support in his opinion.  He also stated that: 
‘… when I read more about the TTIP they want to shut off, because I read about it in the 
opinion articles of the Volkskrant I see that the European Union hides a lot and has a lot of 
secrets…. There are a lot of secret meetings in the EU, where we know little about and I am 
do not get happier because of that information and that makes me that I think that the EU 
should not be more….’.  Moreover, participant number 2 had indicated that: ‘No, I do not 
think that this knowledge will lead to more support.. you cannot say that.’  Furthermore he 
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also stated that: ‘I mean so.. you get more deep inside and balanced vision maybe when you 
have more knowledge of the European Union, but that does not mean you are more euro-
enthusiast or sceptic.’  Participant number 7 made a division between having your own 
philosophy and having knowledge about an issue: ‘No, I think I have a basic philosophy, 
which is separate from my EU knowledge. And my EU knowledge is not very hard or it's not 
seeing the union in Brussels how it functions.’  
Moreover, there were also participants that indicated that there is a positive relation between 
the two concepts. This was two out of the eight participants. For instance, participant number 
5 indicated that: ‘Yes, yes, yes, I have already been a few times in Brussels and I read also 
about, just from interest and pleasure, and I understand now how things come about, I see .. I 
think that I know little more than the average, well I got quite a lot of respect for. I see pretty 
good things in it. The money are not only about the staff, also they do really good stuff.’ He 
states that he started loving the European Union when he knew more about it and this has led 
to more support for European integration.  
Furthermore, participant number 4 indicated that: ‘yes, because the more you see how it 
works in Brussels the more you get into why regulation is made and why regulation might or 
might not be good for you too as civil servant to work with’. The same participant adds that 
people should learn more about the European Union and its law and regulation: ‘but you have 
to understand how that works so you can understand why they write that regulation or 
directive, whatever, so you can work with it. So yes, I would certainly make people more 
enthusiastic about learning not only about how Brussels works but learning about how other 
countries work and why legislation so far is so vague, because it is the only way that can be 
use in different member states with the same legislation.’ 
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Participant 4 indicated later in the interview that broadening his knowledge in the EU made 
him more a Euro-enthusiastic by stating: ‘You didn't see the advantages but now you see 
more and more how it is happening. Yes I can understand the integration, how it is 
happening and why it is good, yes I can understand that.. and I even understand better why 
national measures in the area of customs and in the area of justice and home affairs do not 
work anymore, not in all areas, there are always areas like, often in the justice area as well, 
from home side or whatever it gets more national but a lot of areas where you work are 
transnational crime, you can only fight that as European, you cannot fight that anymore as 
the Netherlands. So that where you get more enthusiastic.’ He poses that knowing more about 
how the European Union functions and what it exactly does made him more Euro-enthusiast.  
Respondent 5 stated that: ‘I think one of the major factor that would help is not only known 
what happen in Brussels but get more knowledge about what is happening in other member 
states, especially member states which are not in the north west part of Europe.’ He 
continues by saying that not education is important, but more knowledge about the European 
Union and its 28 member states itself is important. According to respondent 5 it is important 
to understand what happens in the European Union and its countries:  
‘but it is not education as such, it is knowledge of not only EU, but knowledge of 28 which 
makes people rather Eurosceptic, so more knowledge not education, will help people 
understanding why things are happening, the way they are, and why it is never enough or 
always too much, depending on the way you stand if it is very enthusiastic for Europe it is 
never enough Europe, if you are sceptic it is always too much, but if you understand why and 
what's happening in other countries you can understand why it's happening and the way it is 
happening.’ 
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In short, when analyzing the effect of knowledge about EU-law on support for European 
integration, it was found that four participants do think that there is a negative relationship, 
two do think that there is a positive relationship and the other two do not have an clear 
answer on the question.  The majority of the Dutch officials agreed that there is no link 
between having more knowledge about EU-law and being more Euro-enthusiast. They state 
that knowledge about the European Union is important as an official, but it does not 
determine your support for European integration. An important point is that the respondents 
have indicated that having more knowledge about EU-law can lead to having less support, 
because you will know the mistakes the European Union makes in terms of democracy for 
example. Furthermore, having knowledge about EU-law can create a more balanced and in-
depth vision, but it will not create a specific attitude towards European integration. However, 
two respondents have indicated that there is a positive relationship between the two concepts, 
which is in line with the outcomes of the bivariate linear regression. They state that 
knowledge about EU-law is important, because it will create an understanding about how the 
European Union works and this will lead to respect towards EU-institutions.  Moreover, the 
respondents stated that knowledge about EU-law is also very important for their functions in 
their organizations and that this kind of knowledge influences their support for European 
integration. The following paragraph will discuss the other factors that can influence support 
for European integration, namely education, loyalty and occupation.  An interesting outcome 
of the interviews was that two of the eight respondents did not answer the question.  This 
finding indicated that the level of knowledge about EU-law an official has does not determine 
their support for European integration.   
6.2.3 Loyalty, education and occupation  
This section will discuss the concepts of education, loyalty and education. These concepts are 
linked to support for European integration. This implies that it is attempted to solve the effect 
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of loyalty-,education- and occupation on support for European integration.  The quantitative 
data showed that education and loyalty have a positive significant effect on support for 
European integration and occupation does not have a relationship. However, the outcomes of 
the interviews showed slightly different opinions.  The question asked to measure the 
relationship between the concepts is: ‘In your opinion, which factors  can contribute to 
support for more European integration? Such as loyalty towards European institutions, 
higher levels of education, or higher occupations?’.  Thus, this part of the study tries to 
answer the third sub-question: ‘What is the relationship of loyalty, education and occupation 
on support for European integration in the opinion of the officials?’ 
The outcomes of the interviews showed that several participants agreed that factors as 
loyalty, education and occupation do have an impact on support for European integration. In 
this study, loyalty means the affection someone feels towards European institutions (Lindberg 
& Scheingold, 1970). Education and occupation point out the social-economic status that 
someone has. This implies their highest obtained degree or their function at work (Gabel, 
1998). Only three participants agreed that education, occupation and loyalty can contribute to 
more support for European integration. The same participants and also the others indicated 
that other factors are more important. These factors will be explained in the next paragraph. 
Participant number 3 indicated that education, loyalty and occupation contribute to support 
for more European integration. He stated that: ‘yes I think with loyalty it is easier..’. He did 
not explain why he thought that loyalty has an effect on support for European integration.  
When it comes to education he stated that: ‘Yes and I think that the reason for that, in my 
opinion, is because the EU has more advantages for higher educated people and for low 
educated people the EU is a disaster..’  Herein, he stated that people with higher educational 
degrees will get more out of more European Union, than people with lower educational 
degrees. This implies that he thinks that lower educated people lose their jobs, because the 
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European Union makes it possible for people from other countries (like Romania) to work in 
the Netherlands for lower salaries. The same respondent also stated that the occupation 
someone has can affect their support for European integration: ‘Yes, because they have 
advantages and the same counts for multinationals, because it is a blessing for them. The 
more the competition, the better, the lower the prices.’ 
In contrast to this, respondent number 2 indicated that he does not think that higher 
occupations will lead to more support for European integration. This is in line with the 
outcomes of the quantitative data.  Furthermore, he indicated that feeling more attached to 
European institutions will to being more Euro-enthusiast. He stated that: ‘yes of course if you 
work there you will be more enthusiast. Let me give you an example.. if I take my own 
experience.. in one way it is yes, because you are more aware of what is happening in Europe 
and on why we need European action in certain areas..’.  When it comes to higher levels of 
education, he stated that: ‘when you know more about the European Union you are more 
aware of what is happening really and that will make your opinion based on facts. And that is 
better than to have an opinion that is not based on facts, but on gut-feelings. I would say that 
more high educated people would be more influenced than less high educated people.’ 
Herein, he made clear that education is an important factor,  when it comes to creating an 
opinion about the European Union.   
 
Participant number 6 also agreed about the statement that education can contribute to more 
support for European integration. He stated that education is one of the most important 
factors herein: ‘I think first and foremost education, a better understanding of the European 
institutions and the workings of common foreign and security policy. They may even for 
diplomats even though they are expected to understand the supranational framework in 
which they work.’ Herein, he made clear that understanding the European Union is very 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 90 
 
important and that education is a very important factor herein.  He also stated that education 
is the basis. He also agreed that loyalty is a very important factor. He stated that: ‘and the 
loyalty is important because I believe that sometimes nations act out of too narrow vision on 
what there national interest might be.’ He made clear that loyalty towards European 
institutions is very important especially in the refugee crisis,  wherein different European 
countries have different visions about it.  Herein, he stated that: ‘the politicians of certain 
countries consider the national interest to be encounter to European interests.’  He thinks 
that loyalty towards European institutions can contribute to solving issues like the refugee 
crisis easier.  The same respondent did not say anything about occupation.  
 
In short, when analyzing the concepts of loyalty, education and occupation, it was found that 
all of them agree that education and loyalty are the most important factors when it comes to 
support for European integration. Herein, only 1 of the 8 respondents indicated that 
occupation can also contribute to more support for European integration. The respondent 
claimed that people from higher occupations (managerial occupations) have more advantages 
from more European integration, because more European Union will create more competition 
and this will lead to lower prices. Loyalty towards European integration is an important 
factor, because it will create more understanding about how the European Union works and it 
will contribute to solving issues easier as one European Union, instead of getting different 
voices from different countries.  This implies that when there is loyalty towards European 
institutions, countries will not try to encounter European interests and will not try to push 
their own national interests.  When it comes to education the participants indicated that 
education is a really important factor, because it will also create a deeper understanding about 
the European Union. Furthermore, it will lead to creating an opinion that is based on facts 
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instead of on non-facts. Additionally, also a point was made that higher educated people will 
have more advantages from the European Union in contrast to lower educated people.  
Therefore, it can be stated that education and loyalty are important factors that can contribute 
to support for European integration under Dutch officials.  
6.2.4 Alternative explanations 
Regarding the concept of factors that can impact the support for European integration, the 
same question was asked as in the previous paragraph. This implies, what kind of factors can 
contribute to more support for European integration (opinion of the Dutch officials)? This 
question is important, because it can give more information about factors that can influence 
support for European integration, so that further research can also focus on these factors.  In 
the theoretical framework of this study these factors are not taken into account.  Five 
respondents indicated very interest factors that should be considered.  Thus, this part of the 
study tries to answer the last sub-question: ‘What other factors can explain support for 
European integration?’ 
 
Respondent 1 indicated that: ‘I think that the most important factor is that when the European 
Commission would succeed in making the decision-making a bit faster and concreter’. He 
claims that faster and concreter decision-making is an important factor and will lead to more 
support for European integration, because decision-making takes too long and is not 
transparent/visible. The same respondent also states that: ‘ I think that support for European 
integration would be more if the staff would know better what the advantages of the EU are’.   
 
Furthermore, respondent 3 builds further on this: ‘ I think that more should be explained to 
normal people like what happens in Europe and why is it important.’ This respondent also 
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emphasizes the importance of information and that people should know what happens in 
Europe.  
He states that information is important, but not information that will lead to fear. He poses 
that: ‘Just for once explain why it is important that England stays in Europe and groundwork 
that with numbers, which is not pushed towards a specific side by a party. For once, come 
with bright numbers, so that people can create their opinion. I miss the whole discussion that 
I cannot find out why the EU is important.’  
Moreover, respondent 8 also contributes to the statements of above by stating: ‘I think we 
should let people see more what is happening in eu context, because I think that most people 
haven't got any clue what is happening over there, they just think that there are people sitting 
at the desk just thinking about something and writing down as a regulation or as a law, and 
that is not the case.’ Thus, that the European Union needs more transparency, so that people 
know what is actually happening over there.  Another point is that  more information should 
be provided to the citizens.  
Respondent 5 states that the European Union should be more neutral and transparent: ‘if 
Europe would be able to success in bringing out its own processes in a more responsible 
manner; so I think the content is okay, but they have to bring out positive feelings (improve) 
in the implementation.’  
He also adds that the bureaucracy and inefficiency of the European Union should change in 
order to get more support for European integration. He states that: ‘Both, so the inefficiency.. 
bureaucracy, which is really a thing that I do understand and it's easy to say and difficult to 
fight, but I think there could be more about what they to do.. so less bureaucracy.’  He also 
points out the importance of research about the European Union and its transparency in order 
to reach a more transparent European Union.  
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‘Yes, I do not read much about what that would bring us together so I think that there are 
still some publicity/advertisement that could be done. ‘ 
Respondent number 7 points out that: ‘There is a possibility for more information. But the 
problem is the more information is being sent out by EU or EU loyal people in member 
states, the bigger the risk that it is useless propaganda.’ She states that information is really 
important,  but people should not be forced to study institutions. She adds that: ’But it's 
always very difficult to influence opinions and there is no need.’ Additionally, she states that: 
‘Sometimes it would be useful if everyone sees the benefits that I see.’  Thus, she thinks more 
information is important, but she thinks that it is complex to influence opinions and that 
people should not be forced to study the European Union.  
Thus, when the European Union becomes more transparent, visible, and it provides more 
information about what it is doing and more (numerical) research is done about the European 
Union this will lead to more support for European integration. Furthermore, people should 
know why the European Union is important  and what it is doing. This implies that people 
will know the advantages that the European Union brings with itself.  However, it is also 
stated that even information would be provided it will be really hard to influence opinions. 
This implies that you cannot force people to change their opinion or to study or read 
something against their will.  Additionally, Europe’s decision-making should also be more 
concrete and a bit faster in order to get more support from the Dutch officials.   
6.3  Conclusion  
This chapter should be seen as a completion to the quantitative part of this study. In the 
quantitative it was attempted to answer the research question of this study: ‘To what extent 
does the degree of knowledge of the Dutch civil servants about the EU-law affect their 
support towards EU-integration?´  
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In this study, knowledge about EU-law is the most important independent variable. 
Furthermore, this study also discussed the relationships between loyalty-, education-, and 
occupation and support for European integration.  Regarding the quantitative part it can be 
concluded that knowledge about EU-law has a positive significant relationship with support 
for European integration, when a bivariate linear regression is done. However, when the other 
explanatory variables are conducted (education, loyalty, and occupation) there is no 
significant relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for European 
integration. The quantitative part also showed that education and loyalty have positive 
significant relationships with the dependent variable and that occupation did not show any 
relationship. Moreover, in this qualitative chapter of the study it was attempted to answer the 
four sub-questions of this study, which will help to answer the main question of this study.  It 
is also conducted to get a deeper understanding of the quantitative part of the study and to 
look for other factors that can influence support for European integration.  
In short, it can be stated that the attitudes towards European integration among the 
interviewees are equally divided. The half of the respondents are pro-Intergovernmentalist 
and the other half is pro-Supranationalism.  Herein, the pro-Intergovernmentalists state that 
the European Union should focus more on important issues and the advocates of 
supranationalism state that the European Union should enlarge because of its benefits. 
However, direct answers were not given regarding their support for European integration. 
When it comes to effect of knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration a 
majority of the interviewees stated that there is no link between the two concepts. They even 
indicated that there could be a negative relationship between the two. This implies that the 
more one knows about European-law, the more he or she will know the mistakes it makes 
and the more opposed someone will be towards European integration.  Herein, the knowledge 
about the topic is important, but it will not determine someone’s support for European 
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integration.  Two respondents indicated that there is a positive relationship between the two 
concepts and this is in line with the outcomes of the bivariate linear regression.  They state 
that knowledge about the topic is really important, because it will create an understanding 
about how the European Union works. They also indicate that this will lead to more support 
towards EU-institutions.  When it comes to the factors loyalty, occupation and education it 
can be stated that the officials agree that loyalty and education can affect their support for 
European integration.  Herein, the interviewees stated that both loyalty and education will 
create a better understanding of how the European Union works and this will create more 
support for European integration.  The most important factor in loyalty is that when people 
feel loyal towards European institutions this will prevent that voices of national interests will 
try to encounter European interests.  The last question asked during the interviews was 
regarding other factors (not indicated in the theory) that can influence support for European 
integration.  Herein, the respondents that their support for European would increase if the 
European Union became more transparent, visible, would provide more information about 
what it is actually doing and the last point is that much more research about the topic would 
also contribute to it.  All of this will create a better understanding of the advantages that the 
European brings with itself.  As last, faster and concreter decision-making would also 
contribute for more support for European integration from the Dutch officials.  
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Chapter 7. Discussion and conclusion 
The intention of this study was to explore to what extent the degree of knowledge about EU-
law of the Dutch officials influences their support for European integration.  Several studies 
have shown that knowledge about politics is a significant factor that influences support for 
European integration (Inglehart, 1987 & Clark & Hewig, 2012). This study attempted to build 
further on existing research. However, no study has been conducted to analyze the 
relationship between knowledge about EU-law of the Dutch officials and the support for 
European integration. This study attempted to fill the gap in research by analyzing the 
relationship between knowledge EU-law of the Dutch officials and their support for European 
integration. Other factors such as loyalty, education and occupation are also included in the 
study. Therefore, the following research question was composed: ‘To what extent does the 
degree of knowledge of the Dutch civil servants about the EU-law affect their support 
towards EU-integration?’ In order to obtain rich and detailed data to answer the research 
question, a mixed method was conducted in this study. This mixed method consisted of both 
a quantitative and qualitative approach. This means that a quantitative approach was used to 
answer the research question. Moreover, a qualitative approach was used to obtain a deeper 
understanding of the quantitative outcomes.  In the qualitative part, the sub-questions of the 
research were explored.    
As previously discussed, Inglehart (1989) had already shown that people that know more 
about politics and have better political skills will be more Euro-enthusiastic than people that 
do not have a lot of political knowledge. Additionally, Gabel (1998) stated that utilitarian 
approaches also have an impact on support for European integration. He stated that higher 
educated people will be more Euro-enthusiast than lower educated people. Moreover, the 
author (1998) also stated that people in managerial and executive positions will be more 
Euro-enthusiast.  Regarding the concept of loyalty, Lindberg & Scheingold (1970) stated that 
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people that have feelings of generalized loyalty and sympathy towards the idea of the 
European Union will be more Euro-enthusiast than people that do not have these feelings.  
Starting off with the quantitative part, it showed that showed that a positive significant 
relationship is present between knowledge about EU-law and support for European 
integration, when a bivariate linear regression is conducted. However, this positive significant 
relationship turns into an insignificant relationship, when the other factors are included in the 
model. This entails that it can be stated that there is a positive significant relationship 
between the two concepts only in model 1 (See Chapter 5). Additionally, there are also 
positive significant relationships between education and support for European integration and 
loyalty and support for European integration. Occupation showed no significant relationship.   
However, the qualitative part showed that, with eight respondents, there is a negative 
significant relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for EU-integration or 
no relationship at all. The respondents stated that the more one knows regarding the EU, the 
more this person will know what its mistakes and this will lead to a decrease in support for 
further European integration. Furthermore, the respondents indicated that they believe a 
relationship between the two concepts does not exist in practice. This is not in line with the 
former discussed theory. Moreover, the respondents indicated that they feel that education 
and loyalty are more important factors. This is in line with the quantitative part. Although, the 
qualitative outcomes showed that it can still not be easily stated that there is no relationship 
or a negative relationship between the factors and support for European integration. Further 
and extensive research is needed in order to obtain more information, because eight 
respondents are not enough to provide justified statements and to generalize for the whole 
target audience, namely the Dutch civil servants. After having summarized the most 
important outcomes, in the next part of this study the discussion of the results will be 
discussed, wherein also the limitations of the study results will be provided.  
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7.1 Discussion  
Starting off with the quantitative results, a number of findings are worth presenting. Firstly, 
in this study  information was found about the effect of different variables on support for 
European integration. Herein, different several explanatory variables are deposed against 
support for European integration.  These variables are not used at the same time in earlier 
research: knowledge about EU-law, education, loyalty, occupation, gender and age.  In that 
sense, it can be stated that this research brings new insights between knowledge about EU-
law and support for European integration. Earlier research on support for European 
integration look at this concept from only a utilitarian perspective (Anderson & Reichert, 
1996 & Gabel, 1998), from national identity approaches (Kriesi and Lachat, 2004) or from 
political approaches (Anderson, 1998).  So far, no study has been conducted on the link 
between self-determined knowledge of the Dutch officials and support for European 
integration and this study provides it.  
In different academic debates it is assumed that a higher degree of knowledge about EU-
politics will lead to more support for European integration (Inglehart, 1987 & Clark & 
Hewig, 2012). This study attempted to discover a significant relationship between the two 
concepts ‘knowledge about EU-law’ and ‘support for European integration’. The theoretical 
framework of this study showed that a lot of studies have proved that there are significant 
relationships between having knowledge about EU-politics and support for European 
integration.  The outcomes of the quantitative part showed that this is true to a limited extend. 
This study has shown that knowledge about EU-law has a positive significant relationship 
with the dependent variable in the quantitative part, when a bivariate linear regression is 
conducted. As stated before, when the other factors are included, this relationship becomes 
insignificant. Furthermore, the qualitative part showed, in contrast to this, that interviewees 
think that there is no relationship between the two concepts.  Thus, knowledge about EU-law 
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is not an explanatory variable for the support for European integration of the Dutch officials. 
In short, this implies that in this study it cannot be easily stated that there is a link between 
knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration. In order to find a link 
between the two concepts or to get more information, other research methods should be 
conducted in future research. It could also be interesting to ask for mediating variables 
between the two concepts.  It cannot be easily stated with the qualitative analysis that the 
outcomes are justified, because only eight respondents have participated in the interviews. In 
order to do justified statements a larger qualitative approach is needed.  
Moreover, the theory stated that officials that have more knowledge about EU-law will be 
more Euro-enthusiast than officials who do not have that much knowledge about it. However, 
when the other factors are included in the model such as loyalty, education and occupation, 
there is no significant relationship found between the two.  Thus, an answer can be provided 
to the research question of this study. In contrast to this, education shows a positive 
significant relationship with support for European integration in the last two models. 
Moreover, loyalty also showed a positive significant relationship. On the other hand, 
occupation did not show any significant relationship with the dependent variable.  This 
implies that the higher the levels of knowledge about EU-law are, the higher the educational 
degree is, and the higher the loyalty towards European institutions is, the higher their support 
for European integration will be.   
Secondly, in contrast to what Lindberg & Scheingold (1970) had indicated, this study has 
shown that not the utilitarian aspects, but affective support explains support for European 
integration more. The outcomes of this study are in line with Hooghe & Marks (2005) who 
indicated that knowledge and identity factors as loyalty predict support for European 
integration more than economic factors. Education belongs to the utilitarian support,  but 
loyalty shows a stronger positive significant relationship. Herein, occupation also belongs to 
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the utilitarian support, but does not show any significant relationship. Moreover, subjective 
indicators as loyalty and knowledge about EU-law reveal more than the objective indicators 
as occupation, age, gender, and education.  Thus, this study showed that not only utilitarian 
perspectives can explain support for European integration, which is claimed in earlier 
research. Other factors should also be taken into accounts in the academic debate about 
support for European integration. This implies that the focus should also be more on the 
affective approach, national identity, political approach, democratic deficit and knowledge.  
Thirdly, this study tested a theory that was drafted by Gabel (1998) in which he claimed that 
people from executive and managerial functions will be more supportive towards European 
integration, which is not confirmed. This can be explained by the fact that there was a lack of 
statistical significance. This could mean that actually there is no effect, but this should be 
tested again through another research-method to make statements with more certainty. 
Besides, the analysis showed that higher educated officials will be more Euro-enthusiast than 
low educated officials.  This implies that higher-educated officials have more knowledge 
about the European Union, which leads to supporting the European integration project more.  
Higher educated people came in touch with different visions on the society during their 
education and this has led to being able to seeing that different truths can exist.  Lower 
educated people did not develop these skills and this will lead to being more Eurosceptical. 
Furthermore, the analysis showed that higher levels of loyalty towards European institutions  
from Dutch officials also leads to more pro-Europe attitudes. This means that officials that 
feel sympathy or affection  towards European institutions will support European integration 
more. However, a link between occupation and support for European integration cannot be 
found. This means that the occupation an officials has, does not determine their support for 
European integration.  The theory from Gabel (1998) is not confirmed and can be doubted in 
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case of this study. In order to find some kind of relationship other research methods can be 
conducted.   
It is interesting that no link has been found between occupation and support for European 
integration. In the theory it was stated that officials in managerial or executive positions will 
be more pro-Europe. This has to do with the fact that they have more advantages from 
European economic integration , because they have more chances on the international market 
(Lubbers & Jaspers, 2011).  Earlier research has shown that support for European integration 
will increase, when it brings economic benefits (Gabel, 1998 & Anderson & Reichert, 1996). 
However, this is not confirmed.  
Although, the theory showed that there are significant relationships, the qualitative part of the 
study showed that a majority of the interviewees believe that there is no relationship or a 
negative significant relationship between the two concepts of knowledge about EU-law and 
support for European integration. This also applies for the other factors that are taken into 
account. However, justified statements cannot be made with only eight interviews. In order to 
do so, a larger amount of respondents is needed in the qualitative part. Moreover, the 
respondents indicated that they think that loyalty and education are the most important factors 
that can explain support for European integration. Furthermore, only one respondent 
indicated that occupation can be of influence. The respondents indicated that other factors 
such as transparency of the European Union, visibility, providing information and doing more 
research on this subject will provide more support for European integration. This implies that 
respondents think that there is a democratic deficit in the European Union.  In order to find 
significant relationships between these factors and support for European integration, existing 
research about to topic should be found and should be analyzed. Although the quantitative 
part showed that occupation has no influence on support for European integration, the 
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qualitative part showed that one interviewee thinks that there is a relationship between the 
two.   
Another important point is that respondents were not really clear about their positions 
towards the European Union. They did not provide clear answers on why they would prefer 
more or less Europe. This implies that support for European integration is a sensitive issue, 
wherein a really good bond should be created with the respondent in order to get really good 
answers. Unfortunately, this was not the case because the interviews were done by five 
separate students. This implies that all of the five students did not really know each other’s 
topic, which made it harder to create a bond with the respondent.  A deeper understanding of 
the separate questions of the interviews was not obtainable.  
As stated before, a majority of the eight interviewees think that there is no link or a negative 
links between knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration. The role of 
knowledge about EU-law on support for European integration is ambiguous. This implies that 
it is important to look whether other factors can mediate between the two concepts. The 
quantitative part showed a positive significant relationship between knowledge about EU-law 
and support for European integration, while the majority of the respondents indicated that 
there is no link between the two concepts. The quantitative part also showed that these 
relationships become insignificant when other factors as loyalty, education and occupation 
are added.  Thus, it cannot be easily stated that knowledge has a positive effect on support for 
European integration. This can be explained by stating that the more someone knows about 
the European Union, the more he or she also knows what it is doing wrong. This can lead to 
skeptical attitudes towards the European Union and integration. Thus, there is no certainty to 
say that there is a positive significant relationship between knowledge about EU-law and 
support for European integration.  Another point is that it was also indicated that knowledge 
about EU-law will not lead to support for European integration, but it will help to create a 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 103 
 
more detailed and balanced vision about the European Union. However, two respondents 
stated that there is a link between knowledge about EU-law and support for European 
integration. They indicated that since they know more about the European Union, they started 
to feel more affection towards it and this has led to Euro-enthusiasm. The more someone 
knows about the European Union, the more understanding about it will be created and this 
will lead to Euro-enthusiasm in their opinion. Thus, it cannot be easily stated that knowledge 
about EU-law is a determinant of support for European integration. As stated before, further 
research and other research methods should be done to obtain better results.  
The qualitative analysis also showed that education and loyalty do have an impact on support 
for European integration. This is in line with the quantitative outcomes. Herein, only one 
respondent indicated that occupation can also be a determinant of support for European 
integration. This has to do with the point that further European integration brings benefits for 
multinationals and managers, because it is a blessing for them in terms of it will lead to more 
competition and this will lead to lower prices. This is in line with the theory that stated that 
managers and officials from executive functions will be more supportive towards European 
integration (Gabel, 1998). However, further research is needed because it cannot be easily 
stated that this can or cannot be confirmed.   
 
In the qualitative analysis, education is indicated as the most important factor.  This means 
that higher educated people will be more supportive towards European integration, than low-
educated people.  This has to do with the same explanation given above in the discussion 
about the quantitative part. This group is better in reacting and evaluating political and 
economic issues (Inglehart, 1987).  Furthermore, high-educated people mostly have a higher 
position in a company. As stated before, this will lead to more support for European 
integration, because of its benefits.  
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This study has shown that higher educated officials are more Euro-enthusiast. That low-
educated officials will be more Euro-skeptical can be explained by the fact that this group is 
easier threatened by media-exposure and trade-liberalization (Inglehart, 1987). Another 
reason can be the job-insecurity that exist under these people.  A reason for this can be the 
economic crisis of the European Union, which has led to finding someone to blame.  Another 
point is that these people are easily manipulated by media, where they get a lot of their 
information from.  Inglehart (1987) already stated that citizens with lower levels of education 
are easier threatened by media exposure and trade liberalization, which will lead to less 
support for European integration (Ibid).  A respondent already stated that lower educated 
people will be the losers of European integration, because they will lose their jobs to cheaper 
employees from east-European countries.  When the European Union broadens itself more, 
this will lead to more competitiveness between companies wherein cheaper employees are the 
most favorable.  Furthermore, companies from central economies will  move their companies 
to countries, where production is cheaper. And this is in disadvantage of the employees of 
central economies. Furthermore, this will have a greater impact on low-educated employees 
in the European Union than for employees that do not rely on trade in the European union.  
Thus, the expectation is that Euroscepticism will be higher under low-educated officials. 
Based on the conclusions of this study, it can be expected that different scenarios are possible 
conceivable.  
 
When it comes to loyalty, it can be stated that officials that are loyal towards European 
institutions are more Euro-enthusiast than officials who do not feel loyal.  Herein, national 
identities are really important, because countries that do not feel loyal towards European 
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institutions will try to encounter their own national interest. Even though this is in the 
disadvantage of the European Union. In short, both the qualitative and quantitative part 
showed that loyalty towards European integration is an important factor that can explain 
support for European integration.  
7.1.1 Limitations of study results  
The results of this study also have several essential implications for trying to understand the 
factors that impact the support for European integration of the Dutch officials.  As stated 
before, a large group of the Dutch electorate exists of officials that operate at different levels 
of the Dutch government.  It is a reasonable choice to research the opinion of the Dutch 
officials in order to understand support for European integration in the Netherlands, because 
the Netherlands has currently 915.000 officials working for the government. This is a large 
group of the electorate.  In chapter two of this study it was already indicated that a majority 
of the Dutch voters see European integration as a threat to the social security of the 
Netherlands and see the European membership as negative. Herein, it is important to 
understand that European Union is blamed for the failures it brings in a country. This has to 
do with the fact that there is a lack of understanding what the EU is doing, because it is not 
transparent and it does not provide fair information. This will not lead to more support for 
European integration in different countries. In order to get more support the European Union 
should have to deal with its democratic deficits. Otherwise, more countries will be able to 
leave the EU, such as the British exit.  
 
The first limitation of this study is that it is doubtful whether the question asked regarding the 
knowledge about EU-law of the Dutch official is a good indicator. This has to deal with the 
fact that the survey asked for the subjective knowledge of the Dutch official. In order to 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 106 
 
obtain a knowledge-index, it is more important to also ask for their objective knowledge 
level. In further research, these objective questions need to be taken into account wherein the 
focus should be on the functional structure of the European Union, but also on the current 
events that take place. In order to show a clearer effect between knowledge about EU-law and 
support for European integration, it could be valuable to carry out an experimental setting 
wherein a test-group is exposed to specific different facts about the European Union and how 
this affects their support for European integration.  As indicated before, Haverland (2013) 
already showed with an experimental survey that respondents did not get a higher support for 
European integration, when getting facts about the European Union at that moment. Herein, 
he indicated that knowledge about the European Union must be derived from him/herself. 
However, this study was conducted in 2013 and doing an experimental survey in another 
timeframe can yield other outcomes.  
Thus, it is suggested that not only the subjective knowledge of the Dutch officials should be 
asked, but also their objective knowledge. This implies that the survey asked the opinion of 
the respondent regarding their own knowledge about EU-law.  The respondents had to 
answer: ‘ The statement used for this is:1. I have knowledge of the content of European 
legislation in my policy-field. This has been measured on the basis of a 5-likert scale (1= 
fully disagree, 2= largely disagree, 3= neutral, 4= largely agree, 5=fully agree).’  This 
study suggests to ask for factual/measurable questions about the European Union, which 
implies the objective knowledge someone has. In this study, officials measured their own 
level of knowledge about EU-law, which implies the subjective knowledge.  
Secondly, in this study different variables were included that were already predicted by 
empirical evidence in studies about support for  European integration. However, there are 
also a lot of variables that were not included in the survey that are of importance. 
Furthermore, this study did not check for mediating influences of variables, wherein the 
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relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for European integration could be 
mediated by the level of education someone has. This has to do with the timeframe, in which 
this study had to be done. In the survey, questions could be asked regarding the official’s 
party vote and their level of income. A lot of research showed that income is a very strong 
predictor of support for European integration (Gabel, 1998 & Lindberg & Scheingold, 1970 
& Taggart & Szczerbiack, 2008). Furthermore, questions regarding cultural aspects as their 
national identity could also be asked. As stated before, knowledge about EU-law is only a 
predictor of support for European integration in the first model of the bivariate linear 
regression. This is interesting, because a lot of research has shown significant relationships 
when other factors are also included in the model. Anderson (1998) and Mau (2005) tried to 
find a link between limited knowledge about EU-affairs and creating meaningful attitudes 
towards EU-integration. However, the European Union is a complex system, which makes it 
harder for people to understand what it does. This research shows that knowledge about EU-
law is an indicator for support towards European integration, but to a limited extend. This 
implies that when the other factors are not included in the model, the relationship between the 
two concepts remains significant.   
Thirdly, in this study men overrepresented in comparison to women. In the quantitative part, 
a majority of men existed, namely 70,2% of the respondents were men and 29,3% of the 
respondents were women. In the qualitative part, only one woman was interviewed and the 
other seven respondents were men.  In future research, a more balanced distribution of gender 
should be found in order to get to know the differences of support for European integration 
between men and women more sufficiently.  
Furthermore, social scientists should make the right choices and decision when 
operationalizing variables. This study has shown how different questions from the same 
question-category demonstrate different outcomes. The choice for choosing the right question 
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for the right variable remains a difficult task. I believe that it is really important for a social 
scientist not to try to construct variables in such a way that it creates significant relationships, 
because insignificant outcomes are also interesting to discuss. It can be concluded that, 
Euroscepticism under officials exist not only because of their knowledge about EU-law, 
occupation, education or loyalty towards European institutions, but largely because of the 
democratic deficit that the European Union has.  This is indicated by different respondents. 
However, further research and other research methods are needed to investigate that 
connection. Another important point for recommendation is to research how in the education 
of low-educated people the focus can be more on diversity of visions in the society. Even 
though this study has several limitations, it should be seen as an important step in resolving 
why Dutch officials support European integration or oppose to it.  
7.2 Recommendations for future research  
Further research regarding this topic is needed, because this study is done in a short period of 
time and the qualitative part lacks a large number of respondents.  Further research could 
provide more insights in the factors that can influence support for European integration. It is 
still not clear whether other variables can mediate between the two concepts ‘knowledge 
about EU-law’ and ‘support for European integration’.  
Moreover, it is not clear whether the concepts that are included and explained in this study 
are the only factors that can explain support for European integration.  This study only 
focuses on 8 respondents that have participated in the interviews and this is not enough to 
make justified statements. Thus, there is a lack of information about other factors that can 
also influence support for European integration.  A lot of profit can be gained by  conducting 
a bigger study.  In case, more civil servants are interviewed more insight could be gained.  
This will also increase the expressiveness of this study.  This study showed that it could not 
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be stated completely that knowledge about EU-law has a positive significant relationship with 
support for European integration. This is only a finding, but it is not investigated further 
because of the short period of time.  This finding also needs further qualitative research.  The 
qualitative research showed that there could be a negative relationship between knowledge 
about EU-law and support for European integration or no relationship at all. These findings 
are not in line with the quantitative outcomes of this study. Thus, further research should 
focus on a greater qualitative approach to find significant relations.   
The interviews in the qualitative part showed that other factors are more important than 
knowledge about EU-law. Herein, it is indicated that transparency, more information, more 
research about EU and visibility are more important. This also asks for further qualitative 
research to get a deeper understanding about these statements and also to get more insight in 
these factors. This study also showed that European integration remains a complicated 
concept.  This implies that this concept does not have a limit, which means that further 
research is always needed.  Moreover, further research will provide new insights in order to 
obtain a deeper understanding about the topic. To get a better picture of the respondents, it is 
also really important to create trust. This implies that in further research the researcher does 
not only operate as an interviewer, but also needs to participate in the group that is 
investigated. This is important to create a trust bond.  
Another point, as indicated before, is that in further research the survey should not only ask 
for the subjective knowledge of the civil servants, but also their objective knowledge. This 
implies that  earlier research has shown that asking for the objective knowledge of the civil 
servants will lead to significant relations (Hayo, 1999 & Haverland, 2013). In this study the 
subjective knowledge of the civil servants was asked, which means that the survey asked to 
indicate their own idea/opinion about their level of knowledge about EU-law. However, 
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further research should ask for both the subjective and objective knowledge of the civil 
servant to get significant relations and to get more information.  
Further research should also focus on other factors as income of the civil servant, national 
identity factors and party vote, because earlier research showed that these are also very 
important factors. This implies that Anderson & Reichert (1996), Gabel (1998),  Lindberg & 
Scheingold (1970) and Taggart & Szczerbiack (2008) showed that other factors can also 
explain support for European integration. However, this should be done in a longer period of 
time. 
As indicated before, besides the qualitative and quantitative research approach another 
approach should also be conducted. This implies setting up an experimental setting wherein a 
test-group is exposed to facts about the EU to investigate how this could influence their 
support for European integration.  
This survey was conducted before the Great-Britain decided to leave the European Union. It 
could be interesting to do a study to look how this happening influences the support of the 
European integration of the civil servants.  Thus, in another time-frame with including other 
factors as complex issues that happen in the European Union.  
The theoretical framework of this study can be used for other research.  This implies that in 
this study a link is made between supranationalism/intergovernmentalism and being euro-
enthusiast or euro-skeptical. New insights regarding support for European integration are 
given in the theoretical framework of this study and this can be used in further research.  This 
study also made a link between the concept of loyalty and multilevel governance, which can 
also be useful for further research.  It is recommended to use this study for research purposes. 
When this theoretical insights are used in further research it can be expanded and improved.  
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Thus, in further research the relationship between knowledge about EU-law and support for 
European integration should be done with a bigger qualitative analysis. This implies that with 
only eight respondents it cannot be stated easily that there is a negative significant 
relationship between the two or no relationship at all. The other factors that the respondents 
have indicated should be taken into account.  This has to be done in order to do justified 
statements about the Dutch civil servants and their support for European integration.  Another 
point is that an apparent connection can also be found between the two concepts ‘knowledge 
about EU-law’ and ‘support for European integration’. This implies that people already have 
a positive attitude or affection about the European Union and this will lead to the tendency to 
get more information about the EU.  Further research is needed in order to identify  the 
direction of the relationship.  
7.2.1 Policy recommendations 
Besides suggestions for further research, policy recommendations will also be provided in 
this study.  First of all, it is important that the focus of national policy and the EU will lay 
more on courses about the European Union, wherein information about EU-issues will be 
provided. It is important for the civil servants who work on different levels of the government 
to know what is going on in the EU and this needs to be done with regular different classes 
and discussions. Additionally, if more courses are offered, a higher awareness about the EU 
will be created among civil servants.  
Another point is that the interviews showed that the Dutch civil servants lack in their English 
and this could be the reason they do not understand information in English about the EU that 
is provided from Brussels to the member states. It is suggested that English language courses 
are provided for the Dutch civil servants in order to improve their language skills, because it 
is still a world-language. These courses should be provided regularly.   
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Moreover, this language proficiency is also important because better collaboration between 
countries in the EU is also recommended. Therefore, civil servants have to be able to speak 
English in a sufficient way.  It is suggested that member states work together more often and 
provide more information about their own country on a regular basis. This should be 
organized by all of the member states together.  Herein, the focus should be on improving the 
transboundary collaboration. Thus, better collaboration, communication and providing 
information between member states is recommended.  
Furthermore, member states should be in a better position to provide exchange programs for 
civil servants, in order to get international experiences and to improve their knowledge about 
EU and English. In conclusion it could be stated that, all of the above recommendations 
should be a priority in national and European policy in order to gain more support from a 
large number of Dutch civil servants.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Appendix  
A. Survey questions  
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Master Questionnaire Template 
Europeanisering van Nederlandse ambtenaren 
19250-54 
 
<Basic survey information> 
Length of interview: 6 minutes 
Start fieldwork: 12-11 
End fieldwork: 2-12 
 
Uitleg bij de codes om type vraag aan te geven: 
 S = Single vraag – slechts één antwoord mogelijk 
 M = Multiple vraag – meerdere antwoorden mogelijk 
 Q = Numerieke vraag – er moet een getal ingevuld worden 
 O = Open vraag – vrij invul veld waarin tekst wordt getypt 
 OL = Open listing – kleine tekst velden voor invullen namen/merken/producten 
 
V.  MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
S SCREENING 
S01 [S] 
In welk van onderstaande sectoren bent u werkzaam? 
 
1. Rijk 
2. Rechterlijke Macht 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 114 
 
3. Gemeente 
4. Provincies 
5. Waterschappen 
6. Gemeenschappelijke regelingen 
7. Onderzoeksinstellingen 
8. Andere sector binnen de (semi-)publieke sector => screenout: tekst 1 
9. Ik ben niet (meer) werkzaam binnen de (semi-)publieke sector => screenout: tekst 2 
<screenout tekst 1:> 
Hartelijk dank voor uw bereidheid om deel te nemen aan dit onderzoek. 
U heeft aangegeven momenteel werkzaam te zijn bij een andere sector binnen de (semi-
)publieke sector dan op basis van eerdere gegevens bij ons bekend is. Helaas valt u daarom 
buiten de doelgroep van dit onderzoek. We zouden u willen vragen om uw profielpagina aan 
te passen, zodat wij u in de toekomst kunnen uitnodigen voor de onderzoeken die voor u 
relevant zijn.  
Als u op “Volgende” klikt komt u terecht in uw persoonlijke omgeving. Vanuit daar kunt u 
naar uw persoonlijke profielpagina waar u uw gegevens kunt aanpassen. 
 
<screenout tekst 2:> 
U heeft aangegeven niet meer werkzaam te zijn in de (semi-)publieke sector. Hiermee valt u 
buiten de doelgroep van het Flitspanel. Wij willen u vragen of u zich wilt uitschrijven voor 
het panel. Door op ‘Volgende’ te klikken komt u terecht in uw persoonlijke omgeving. 
Vanuit daar kunt u naar uw persoonlijke profielpagina waar u zich kunt uitschrijven. Wij 
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zullen uw persoonlijke gegevens verwijderen en ervoor zorgen dat u in de toekomst geen 
uitnodigingen meer ontvangt. 
A SECTION TITLE 
 
Base: all respondents  
A01 [S]  
Heeft u in uw werk te maken met de Europese Unie (EU)? 
1. Nee  
2. Ja 
 
Base: A01=2  
A02 [S per Statement]  
Kunt u aangeven hoe belangrijk onderstaande EU-gerelateerde activiteiten zijn binnen uw 
werk?  
Scripter: Script this as a grid  
 
Statements in rows: 
1. Voorbereiding van de inbreng vanuit mijn organisatie aan overleggen in EU-verband 
2. Deelname aan werkgroepen van de Raad van Ministers 
3. Deelname aan vergaderingen georganiseerd door de Europese Commissie (bijv. 
expertwerkgroepen, Comitologie) 
4. Overleg met collega’s uit een of meerdere andere lidstaten buiten de formele EU-kaders 
5. Omzetting van Europees beleid in nationale wet- en regelgeving 
6. Praktische uitvoering en/of handhaving van wetgeving en beleid van Europese oorsprong 
7. Rekening houden met Europees beleid tijdens nationale beleidsvorming 
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8. Overleg met collega’s binnen andere Nederlandse overheidslagen over Europees beleid. 
 
Answers in column: 
1. Helemaal niet belangrijk 
2. Niet zo belangrijk 
3. Niet onbelangrijk, niet belangrijk 
4. Redelijk belangrijk 
5. Heel belangrijk 
 
Hoeveel procent van uw werktijd besteedt u gemiddeld per week aan de in de vorige vraag 
genoemde EU-gerelateerde activiteiten? 
 
…% 
 
Scripter: min. 0.1, max. 100 
Please make sure that both the grids are filled in and the percentage. 
 
Base: IF at least 1 statement at A02=4 OR 5  
A03 [S per Statement]  
Wanneer ik mij bezighoud met EU-gerelateerde activiteiten beschreven in de vorige vraag, 
dan voel ik mij loyaal aan…  
 
Scripter: Script this as a grid 
 
Statements in rows: 
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1. … het gehele politiek-bestuurlijke stelsel van de EU 
2. … de EU-lidstaten als groep  
3. … de Europese Commissie  
4. … mijn politiek gezagsdrager (minister / staatssecretaris / gedeputeerde / wethouder) 
5. … de Tweede Kamer 
6. … mijn organisatie 
7. … mijn afdeling 
8. … mijn professionele (vakinhoudelijke) achtergrond en deskundigheid 
9. … mijn eigen beleidsinhoudelijke opvattingen 
10. … andere factoren  op mijn beleidsterrein (bijv. NGO’s, bedrijven, belangengroepen)   
 
Answers in column: 
 
1. Helemaal niet 
2. In beperkte mate  
3. In redelijke mate 
4. In hoge mate 
5. In zeer hoge mate 
 
Base: All respondents  
A04 [S per Statement] 
 
Hoe de EU functioneert, kan in theorie variëren tussen een volledig intergouvernementele 
EU (waarin de lidstaten de macht hebben en over elk beleidsvoorstel een veto kunnen 
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uitspreken) en een volledig supranationale EU (waarin de EU-instellingen de macht hebben 
en lidstaten geen veto-recht hebben).  
Beantwoord de volgende vragen door voor elke vraag een cijfer tussen de 1 en de 10 op dit 
spectrum te geven, waarbij u de EU als geheel in ogenschouw neemt, niet alleen uw eigen 
beleidsterrein.  
 
Scripter: Script this as a grid 
 
Statements in rows: 
1. Waar staat de EU volgens u op dit moment? 
2. Waar zou de EU volgens u over 10 jaar moeten staan? 
3. Waar verwacht u dat de EU over 10 jaar zal staan? 
 
Answers in column: 
Use a scale from 1 to 10 
1. Volledig Intergouvernementeel 
2-9. 
10. Volledig Supranationaal 
99. Weet ik niet/geen mening  
 
 
 
Base: A01=2  
A05 [S per Statement] 
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De onderstaande stellingen gaan over uw opvattingen over Europese regelgeving en 
besluitvorming. In welke mate bent u het met de volgende stellingen eens of oneens, waarbij 
u de EU als geheel in ogenschouw neemt, niet alleen uw eigen beleidsterrein? 
 
Scripter: Script this as a grid 
 
Statements in rows: 
1. Ik heb kennis van de inhoud van Europese regelgeving op mijn beleidsterrein.  
2. In de EU verloopt besluitvorming over regelgeving op democratische wijze. 
3. In de EU worden alle relevante belangen en gezichtspunten eerlijk meegenomen in 
besluitvorming over regelgeving. 
4. In de EU verloopt het proces van besluitvorming over regelgeving op transparante wijze. 
5. In de EU leggen besluitvormers verantwoording af aan het publiek voor hun rol in 
besluitvormingsprocessen. 
6. Europese regelgeving draagt bij aan de oplossing van belangrijke maatschappelijke 
problemen. 
7. Ik ervaar op mijn beleidsterrein een spanningsveld tussen het Europese recht en nationale 
beleidswensen. 
8. Ik zie het als mijn plicht om het Europese recht na te leven. 
9. Als er een spanningsveld tussen Europees recht en nationale beleidswensen bestaat, zie ik 
het als mijn plicht om het Europese recht na te leven. 
10. Niet-naleving van het Europese recht op mijn beleidsterrein heeft mogelijk negatieve 
consequenties voor mij. 
11. Niet-naleving van het Europese recht op mijn beleidsterrein heeft mogelijk negatieve 
consequenties voor mijn politiek gezagsdrager. 
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Answers in column: 
1. Volstrekt oneens 
2. Grotendeels oneens 
3. Noch mee eens, noch mee oneens 
4. Grotendeels mee eens 
5. Volledig mee eens 
 
Base: A01=2  
A06 [S] 
In hoeverre bent u het eens of oneens met onderstaande stelling? 
 
Ik zie het als mijn plicht om wet- en regelgeving na te leven, los van of dit Europese, 
nationale of decentrale wet- en regelgeving betreft 
 
1. Volstrekt oneens 
2. Grotendeels oneens 
3. Noch mee eens, noch mee oneens 
4. Grotendeels mee eens 
5. Volledig mee eens 
 
Base: A01=2  
A07 [S per Statement] 
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De onderstaande stellingen gaan over de wijze waarop uw werkgever het EU-gerelateerde 
werk ondersteunt. Dit kan bijvoorbeeld loopbaanbegeleiding en aansturing zijn. In welke 
mate bent u het met de volgende stellingen eens of oneens? 
 
Scripter: Script this as a grid 
 
Statements in rows: 
1. Bij de selectie van personen voor EU-gerelateerde werkzaamheden wordt rekening 
gehouden met Europese ervaring 
2. Europese ervaring is een pré in de ontwikkeling van mijn loopbaan 
3. Als ik deelneem aan overleggen in EU-verband beschik ik over een duidelijk mandaat voor 
de onderhandelingen 
4. In mijn organisatie krijgen werkzaamheden die te maken hebben met de EU een lagere 
prioriteit dan werkzaamheden die te maken hebben met nationaal beleid 
5. Als het gaat om EU-beleid heb ik als ambtenaar meer vrijheid om een eigen 
beleidsstandpunt in te nemen dan als het gaat om binnenlands beleid. 
 
Answers in column: 
1. Volstrekt oneens 
2. Grotendeels oneens 
3. Noch mee eens, noch mee oneens 
4. Grotendeels mee eens 
5. Volledig mee eens 
 
Base: All respondents 
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A08 [S] 
Welke omschrijving sluit het beste aan bij uw werkzaamheden? 
 
1. Buitenlandse zaken (m.u.v. Europese zaken) 
2. Europese zaken 
3. Ontwikkelingssamenwerking 
4. Defensie 
5. Begroting en financiën 
6. Fiscale zaken 
7. Justitie 
8. Openbare orde en veiligheid 
9. Vreemdelingenzaken 
10. Economische zaken 
11. Sociale zaken 
12. Werkgelegenheid 
13. Agro en Voedselkwaliteit 
14. Energie, telecom en mededinging 
15. Natuur en milieu 
16. Ruimtelijke ordening 
17. Wonen en bouwen 
18. Water 
19.Verkeer en vervoer 
20. Onderwijs 
21. Wetenschap 
22. Cultuur en media 
Sevgi Yilmaz, Leiden University, 2016 Pagina 123 
 
23. Volksgezondheid en zorg 
24. Sport 
25. Bedrijfsvoering 
26. Communicatie en voorlichting 
 
Scripter: Could you put the first 13 on the left side of the screen and the other 13 at the right 
side? 
 
Base: All respondents 
A09 [S] 
Welke beschrijving past het beste bij uw functie? 
1. Administratief / secretarieel 
2. Interne dienstverlening (facilitair, systeembeheerder, bode, medewerker horeca, post en 
archief, helpdesk en inkoop, etc.) 
3. Beleidsvoorbereiding / beleidsadvies 
4. Beleidsuitvoering 
5. Toezicht en handhaving op beleid 
6. Leidinggeven 
7. Anders 
 
Base: A01=2 
A10 [S] 
Mogen wij u eventueel benaderen voor een interview over bovenstaande onderwerpen? 
 
1. Nee 
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2. Ja 
Base: A10=2 
A11 [O] 
Via welk emailadres kunnen we u voor dit interview benaderen? 
 
…[O] 
Base: All respondents 
A12 [S per statement] 
Kunt u aangeven in hoeverre u de volgende uitspraken van toepassing vindt op de vragenlijst 
die u zojuist heeft ingevuld? 
 
SCRIPTER: Script this as a grid 
 
Statements in rows: 
1. Zinvol onderwerp 
2. Leuk om in te vullen 
3. Duidelijke vragen 
4. De invulduur was niet te lang 
 
Answers in column: 
1. Helemaal niet van toepassing 
2.  
3.  
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4. 
5. Helemaal van toepassing 
Base: All respondents 
A13 [O] 
Heeft u nog opmerkingen over dit onderzoek? 
 
….. 
 
1. Nee, ik heb geen opmerkingen [S] 
END OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
  
B. Interview questions  
1. what is your current function?  
2. what tasks do you perform in your current function? 
3. Which EU related tasks do you perform? 
4. Does your job require you to attend European institutions such as (working groups of) 
the Council of Ministers or European Commission, if so, how much time do you 
approximately spend there? 
5. If you could grade your work as being Europeanized, would you say your work was 
low, medium or highly Europeanized? (With Europeanized we mean related to the EU) 
----- 
HIGH IN FORMER QUESTION: 
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6. You said that you spend many hours on EU-related activities. So we can say that you 
have an EU experience (e.g. knowledge related to EU legislation, deal with EU issue, 
working with EU groups..) Was EU knowledge important during your recruitment? Or 
did you acquire such skills during your job?  
7. In your opinion, do you think the recruitment process only takes into account serious 
candidates with EU experience? Are such skills important in the recruitment? Should they 
be important?  
8. To what extent do you think that these EU skills/experience represent and advantage in 
the development of your career?  
9. In your opinion, does your organisation promote and facilitate the development of such 
knowledge? How? Should your organisation do it? 
LOW IN FORMER QUESTION: 
10. Europe does not characterise your job, so your skills/experience are barely related to 
EU issues. In your opinion, could it be relevant for an individual to develop an EU 
experience/skills (see above) in order to make the difference? or not?  
11. According to the previous answer, to what extent do you think that these EU 
skills/experience represent and advantage in the development of your career?  
12. In your opinion, does your organisation promote and facilitate the development of 
such knowledge? How? Should your organisation do it? For instance, during the 
recruitment process is EU experience is relevant? 
------ 
13. What are your views on the European Union with regards to intergovernmentalism 
and supranationalism, do you prefer more or less EU and why?  
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14. Do you think that knowledge about the European Union (law) can influence your 
support for  more European integration?  (in terms of being Eurosceptic or euro-
enthusiast)  
15. How would you describe your relationship with your minister and has this 
relationship changed since the EU plays an important role in many areas of politics? 
16. Are there differences in political views between you and your minister, if so in what 
way do your political views differ from your minister regarding the EU? 
17. When you work, where do you feel that your loyalty lies? 
18. Do you sometimes experience a conflict in loyalty to intergovernmental or 
supranational institutions?  
19. In your opinion, which factors  can contribute to support for more European 
integration? Such as loyalty towards European institutions, higher levels of education, or 
higher occupations? 
20. Do you receive a clear mandate for your work from your superior or are you free to 
adopt your own policy position as you see fit?   
 
Nico Meininger extra questions INSTEAD OF NR 15 and 16:  
1. Do you have a supervisor who delegates your work? (If yes please ask second question/ 
If no please end interview).  
2. How does your supervisor ensure that you implement the task according to his/her 
wishes? 
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